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Executive Summary 
This report presents Khulisa Management Servicesô evaluation of the Effectiveness of Programs for Protection 

of Refugee Youth in Urban Settings in Africa supported by the U.S. State Departmentôs Bureau of Population, 
Refugees, and Migration (PRM). The purpose of the evaluation was to examine the work done by PRM 

partners on protection of refugee youth in urban settings in Africa, highlighting the contexts in Egypt and 

Uganda. 

EVALUATI ON PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

The aim of the evaluation is to evaluate the effect and impact of PRMôs programming, as well as to identify 

areas for improvement and develop recommendations. Specifically, the evaluation aims to answer the 

following research questions: 

1. What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and specifically the two 
focus countries? 

2. What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face? 

3. To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners reaching urban refugee youth most in need and 
helping them meet those challenges? 

4. What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners? 

The scope of the evaluation includes the work done both by international organizations (IOs), primarily the 

UNHCR, and NGOs. Chronologically, the evaluation covers programming for the period 2018 to the present. 

The findings in this report were drawn from field work, desk review, and observations in the locations where 

the interventions took place.  

EVALUATION DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS  

To collect comprehensive data, Khulisa utilized a mixed-methods approach that combined the analysis of 

global administrative data with data collected in Egypt and Uganda. Our analysis triangulated the qualitative 

and quantitative data collected.  

The evaluation team developed and used four key instruments for qualitative data collection: (i) Key Informant 

Interviews (KIIs) with IOs at both field and headquarter levels; (ii) KIIs with NGOs in the field; (iii) Focus 

Groups (FGs) with the participation of 58 mentors, coordinators, and implementers of the programs throughout 
the NGOs in Egypt; and (iv) KIIs with beneficiaries in both countries. The quantitative portion of the evaluation 

relies on two main sources: Data mining via desk review of administrative documents provided by PRM and 

IOs; and Intercept Interviews (IIs) with refugees. 

The evaluation team conducted 11 KIIs with IOs (1 in Geneva, 7 in Egypt, 3 in Uganda), 23 KIIs with NGOs 

(12 in Egypt, 11 in Uganda), 59 KIIs with beneficiaries (12 girls/women and 17 boys/men in Egypt; 19 
girls/women and 11 boys/men in Uganda); 5 FGs with 58 mentors, coordinators and program implementers in 

Egypt (45 women and 13 men). The IIs involved a total of 320 beneficiaries (69 girls/women and 79 boys/men 

in Egypt and 96 girls/women and 76 boys/men in Uganda). 

EVALUATION FINDINGS  

Evaluation Question 1:  What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and 

specifically the two focus countries? 

The evaluation found that assessing the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population was complicated 

by the fact that, despite the existence of an official UN definition of youth encompassing individuals between 
the ages of 15 and 24, this is not used uniformly either by UN agencies, national governments, or national and 

international NGOs, with classifications ranging from 14-21, 14-29 to 18-35 years of age (see section 4.1.1). 

This makes accurate identification of the members of this group very difficult within a single country, and 
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country-level counts practically non-comparable across countries. In addition, the process of refugee 
registration is not consistent among host countries.  As such, the actual size of the refugee population can only 

be stated in terms of registered refugees and asylum seekers.  When combined, these two challenges mean that 

assessing the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population must rely on estimates. 

Evaluation Question 2:  What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face? 

As presented in this report, urban refugee youth in both Egypt and Uganda face a number of protection 

challenges (see section 4.2: The Challenges of Urban Refugee Youth), specifically:  

The impact of domestic policies on refugees (see sections 4.2.1 and section and 4.2.4): Egyptôs policy is to 

provide short-term residence permits and to deny work permits to refugees. This makes refugeesô status 
precarious and limits their ability to access both livelihoods and national public systems.  On the other hand, 

Ugandaôs policies towards refugees do grant refugee status, but they encourage their settlement in designated 

rural areas.  While internal mobility is not restricted, refugee services in urban areas are very limited.  While 
in both countries refugees have nominal access to national systems, they in fact perceive the associated costs 

as a real barrier to effective access. 

The absence of sufficient employment opportunities was identified in both Egypt and Uganda as the primary 

challenge for urban refugee youth (see section 4.2.2.1). The roots of this challenge in Egypt relate, according 

to refugee youth consulted, to not having the right to work legally, which forces them into irregular 
employment and exposes them to harassment, discrimination, and abuse from employers. In Uganda, the 

absence of employment opportunities was linked by respondents to their lack of education and training, and to 

discrimination from the local population. 

Difficulties in accessing education: While in Egypt the majority of refugees (those from Syria, Yemen, Sudan, 

South Sudan and Palestine) can enroll in public schools, refugee youth primarily attend Refugee Community 

Schools as they are perceived to be of higher quality as well as avoid what refugees see as discrimination and 
harassment. However, the cost of final exams is prohibitive, preventing students from obtaining qualifications 

that would enable them to access better and more stable employment.  In Uganda, the main challenges in this 
area arise from language barriers, the perceived low quality of the public education system, and the complicated 

process of accrediting prior education (see section 4.2.2.2). 

The magnitude of mental health challenges and difficulties in accessing health services for urban youth 
refugees represent other significant challenges in both countries. In Egypt and in Uganda, the majority of 

refugees have fled violent conflict and bear the corresponding trauma. In both countries, the availability of 

mental health services was described as poor, with most of the case load in this area being covered by NGOs 
that do not always have sufficient nor sufficiently qualified personnel.  While accessing basic health care 

services was not identified by respondents as a major issue, in both countries the cost of obtaining often rare 

medication constitutes an ongoing challenge (see section 4.2.2.3). 

The legal protection challenges (see sections 4.2.2.4 and 4.2.3):  Urban refugee youth in both countries find 

it difficult to maintain current, valid permits, an issue that is most salient for unaccompanied and separated 
children (UASC) when they reach the age of majority.  Respondents further indicated that arbitrary arrest and 

harassment by the authorities are common occurrences.  Relatedly, high levels of sexual and gender-based 

violence (SGBV), negative attitudes and legal frameworks regarding lesbian, gay, bisexual, transsexual, 
queer/questioning, and intersex (LGBTQI) individuals, and reported racial and ethnic intolerance in both 

countries place urban youth refugees at significant risk of rights violations. 

Evaluation Question 3:  To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other IOs, and 

NGOs) reaching urban refugee youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges? 

With regards to the work conducted by PRM partners, we find that in both countries implementers run solid 
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interventions, whose success is partly the result of working with local community-based organizations (CBOs), 
providing direct employment to refugees and upskilling the local protection support (see section 4.3.1).  While 

they strive to target urban youth specifically, they often provide services for the general refugee population, 

whose ever-growing and pressing needs are a challenge to address (see section 4.3.2). They also seek to identify 

needs on an ongoing basis. 

Nevertheless, IOs and NGOs face several barriers to implementation (see section 4.3.6), including scarcity 
and cycle of funding, legal barriers to register to work in the country, and the lack of spaces to conduct 

activities. 

With regards to the reported challenges related to funding, it is important to recognize that the United States 
Government is by far the major donor in this area, and that its management practices with regards to flexibility 

are generally appreciated by implementers.  

Evaluation Question 4: What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners?  

Some lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners 

Holistic Programming.  Programs that addressed issues of refugee families and communities were able to 

achieve greater successes in reaching refugee youth with psychosocial support and life skills.  The UNICEF 
and CARE partnership to set up Learning Hubs in Egypt is one such example, where UNICEF used centers 

that ran CAREôs Womenôs Empowerment program to add in Learning Hubs and computer laboratories for 

refugee youth and children to use.  Using the same center is practical for youth to attend, builds trust with the 
parents, and enables the entire family unit to improve their digital skills and market access. Save The Children 

uses a similar approach of providing several services at one center.  Another example of the holistic approach 

is the Psycho-Social Services and Training Institute in Cairo (PSTIC) psychosocial program that works with 

refugee families and communities as well as targets refugee youth. 

Formalizing diplomas and certifications.  One barrier refugees face is obtaining official certification, such 
as high school diplomas and university certificates or degrees.  Livelihoods programs that are able to connect 

refugees to formalized education drastically increase their chances for fair-paying jobs, further education, and 

stability.  One example is the Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) networking training in partnership with Makerere 
University in Kampala.  Livelihoods and education programs that give refugees access to computers and 

computer literacy training empower those refugees to reach an online market and obtain better paying jobs.  

An example was the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) activity in Uganda.  

Supporting services.  Another key approach in holistic programming is to provide supporting services to 

refugee youth alongside livelihoods or education programs.  Examples of these services seen at NGOs include 
mental health support, day care for teenage caregivers, basic needs provisions such as food, medication, and 

hygiene products, and local language classes.  Although the funding directed at these services is restricted, the 

NGOs use it to sustain the achievements in more targeted programs like livelihood, education, health, and legal 

areas.   

RECOMMENDATIONS  

IOs and NGOs repeatedly expressed their appreciation for PRMôs commitment to funding protection programing 
for urban refugee youth, as the largest funder in this area.  Also, PRMôs flexibility and lack of bureaucracy was 
repeatedly considered an advantage of using the PRM funds.  As a result of this evaluation there are some 
recommendations that might be considered to better support PRM partners in Africa, which we present here 
according to their relevance to the Evaluation Questions. 

Evaluation Question 1:  What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and 

specifically the two focus countries? 

Recommendation 1:  To obtain more accurate data in this area, PRM should collaborate with the relevant IOs and 
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national governments to support a more uniform use of the official UN definition of youth. This could be achieved 
through capacity building (training, development of statistical tools) as well as through requiring uniform reporting 
in this area from grant recipients. 

Evaluation Question 2:  What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face? 

Based on the evaluation findings, we recommend the following actions to address the challenges urban youth 
refugees have identified as the most pressing:  accessing livelihoods and education (see also section 4.3.5): 

Recommendation 1:  Increase exposure and opportunities for refugee youth by providing scholarships for talented 
young refugees to attend universities or vocational schools in the U.S. This can be done either through some of the 
programs that the U.S. Department of State Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs have already in place or 
through dedicated PRM funding. 

Recommendation 2:  Include an economic empowerment element in funding as a crucial pillar in protection 
programming for refugee women and girls. Include both boys and girls in programs, not only from refugee 
communities but also from host communities. 

Recommendation 3:  Promote working with refugee-led organizations (RLOs) and refugee community structures 
that have a greater context and understanding of the refugee reality on the ground. Specifics may be included in 
the cooperative agreements with International NGOs. 

In addition, in order to address the challenges presented by discriminatory social practices (see sections 4.2.1, 
4.2.2.4, and 4.2.3), we recommend the following:  

Recommendation 4:  Fund and present at the host government levels studies on the benefits of the refugee 
community in host countries and how they add value to society to bring attitudinal change towards refugees. This 
could involve supporting the work of various think tanks on the economic added value of the presence of refugees 
and migrant workers. 

Evaluation Question 3:  To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other IOs, and NGOs) 

reaching urban refugee youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges? 

IOs and NGOs face several barriers to implementation (see section 4.3.6), including scarcity and cycle of funding, 
legal barriers to register to work in the country, and the lack of spaces to conduct activities.  To address these 
challenges, we recommend the following actions: 

Recommendation 1:  Support the development of capacities for IO and NGO field operations by assisting NGOs 
in building their presence in-country to provide services to a greater number of refugees.  Specific funding can be 
directed to create a small infrastructure for local NGOs to start diversifying their beneficiaries among refugees and 
host community members.  In addition, fund training specifically on legal protection and mental health issues with 
local and international subject matter experts to help strengthen this element of capacity and the sustainability of 
these implementers.  At the same time, contribute to programs that can digitize service mapping so that refugee 
youth can access information about public services from their smart phones, and increase the possibility for better 
and meaningful referral to specialized services. 

With regards to the reported challenges related to funding, it is important to recognize that the United States 
Government is by far the major donor in this area, and that its management practices with regards to flexibility are 
generally appreciated by implementers. Nevertheless, we recommend to following actions: 

Recommendation 2:  Create a mechanism to allow local and international NGOs to express where they need 
funding.  Because of fluid political and economic crises and the instability brought on by regional conflict and 
violence in most areas where the refugees are located, it is advisable to consult and review priorities yearly.  This 
can be done through the presence of refugee coordinators (RefCoords) and their networks of organizations on the 
ground. 

Recommendation 3:  Long term funding vs short term funding: A repeated suggestion from interviews with IOs and 
NGOs was to increase the period of the grant, perhaps from three years to five years, without removing the annual 
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nature of the financing and reporting.  According to respondents, this would increase the opportunity for NGOs or 
IOs to advocate with governments on particular issues, promote behavioral change over longer periods, and build 
the capacity of local CBOs or RLOs to implement activities. 

Evaluation Question 4:  What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners?  In what ways 

can PRM support IO and NGO partners to better address the needs of refugee youth?  What diplomatic actions 

may be necessary to bring best practices to scale? 

Looking beyond the operational elements, we submit the following recommendations to support the objectives of 
humanitarian aid diplomacy: 

Recommendation 1:  Strengthen multi-partnership efforts to bring policy changes that can improve, sustain, and 
develop the urban youth refugees.  Advocate with host governments for refugeesô legal rights and financial waivers, 
including longer residence permits, the right to work, protection for LGBTQI refugees, mainstreaming education, 
and reducing the documents and fees required from refugees to register businesses, enroll in schools, and access 
business finance and services 

Recommendation 2:  Diplomatic actions to strengthen the understanding by national governments that refugees 
can be a positive force in the economic growth and prosperity of the country, especially youth refugees.  Engage 
governments to include refugees in their national development strategies and plans.  This could take the form of a 
multi-institutional task force to change the perception among both refugees and local governments that they are 
staying temporarily in the country.  The false hope of a plausible settlement in western countries that almost never 
materializes prevents the healthy development of youth and becomes an impediment for their future.  This can be 
part of any educational curricula offered to refugees and NGOs or through targeted awareness campaigns.  

Recommendation 3:  To support these diplomatic actions, increase awareness of the USG as an important funder 
in these programs.  Branding and marking the U.S. foreign aid benefits the exposure of good will intentions of the 
USG and the U.S. people and plants the seeds for better cooperation. 
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1. Protecting Urban Youth Refugees in Africa  

The Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM) of the U.S. Department of State has as its mission 

the protection and relief of displaced people around the world, offering urgent humanitarian responses to 
disaster and crisis situations.  As one of the largest donors to International Organizations (IOs) working on 

behalf of these vulnerable populations, PRM provides crucial support to refugees and to the Non-Governmental 

Organizations (NGOs) that deliver this support. These organizations include the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the International Organization for Migration (IOM), the International 

Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and the United Nations Childrenôs Fund (UNICEF).  Among the most 

vulnerable groups under the umbrella of PRMôs target beneficiaries are urban youth refugees in Africa, 

including unaccompanied and separated children (UASC). 

PRM commissioned Khulisa Management Services in September 
2021 to evaluate the specific characteristics of the urban youth refugee 

population ï between the ages of 15 and 24 ï in Egypt and Uganda to 

determine the main challenges they face and to analyze the extent to 
which current PRM-funded activities are reaching this population.  

The evaluation was conducted from 15 September 2021 to 29 July 

2022.  This report was preceded by a Desk Review Report submitted 
in January 2022, which was used to understand the background of this 

group of refugees while setting the concepts and definitions1 used in 

the process of protection and relief of urban youth refugee 

programming in Africa supported by PRM2.   

Based on data received from UNHCR (see Table 1) headquarters and 
in Egypt and Uganda, with 271,102 and 105,076 registered urban 

refugees respectively in 2021, we have a large concentration of these 

refugees on the continent.  In Uganda alone by March 2022 the number 

of urban refugees reached 111,4183.   

PRMôs programming in Africa with youth refugees intends to ease 

their suffering and sometimes to sustain their livelihoods, offering 
meaningful assistance and protection4, and working with existing 

systems, IOs and NGOs (local and international), to ensure the 
interventions not only follow humanitarian best practices, but are in line with U.S. foreign and national security 

policies.  

 
1 See UNHCR Handbook on Refugee Protection: A Guide to International Refugee Law and Inter-Agency Standing Committee Policy on 

Protection in Humanitarian Action (2016), p. 2. Available at https://www.unhcr.org/publications/legal/3d4aba564/refugee-protection-

guide-international-refugee-law-handbook-parliamentarians.html and https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/2020-
11/IASC%20Policy%20on%20Protection%20in%20Humanitarian%20Action%2C%202016.pdf  
2 The evaluation team received a total of 862 documents from PRM (including program updates, infographics, summaries and factsheets, 

case studies, etc.) that were submitted by the Bureauôs implementing partners in Egypt and Uganda as well as Kenya and South Africa for 

the period between 2018 and 2020.  For the purposes of understanding better the background the team read and collected data for all of four 

countries.  The report itself focused on Egypt and Uganda as case studies of the evaluation.  
3 Uganda is host to several refugee settlements that, according to UNHCR/Uganda, in 2021 were home to 1,573,291 refugees including 

asylum seekers.  Although the existing data is incomplete, an estimated 23 percent of the overall refugees in Uganda, in both settlements 

and urban areas, are youth. 
4 The types of protection relevant to refugees based on international law and norms include human rights, legal, physical, social, and 

humanitarian protection, in addition to non-refoulement and specific protections afforded to refugees. 

Some Definitions 

Refugee Youth:  According to the UN 

definition, refugee youth are considered 

between 15-24 years old. 

Protection:  International law indicates 

that the State is responsible for 

protecting people within its jurisdiction 

by respecting, protecting, and fulfilling 

their rights, and by establishing and 

allowing for the meaningful 

implementation of those rights.  
Refugee protection: Refers to the 

unique protection required by those 

who flee their countries of origin and 

who cannot avail themselves of the 

protection of their own, and who have a 

well-founded fear of persecution for 

reasons of race, religion, nationality, 

political opinion, or membership in a 

particular social group, or due to 

conflict, violence, events seriously 

disturbing public order, or persecution. 

 

https://www.unhcr.org/publications/legal/3d4aba564/refugee-protection-guide-international-refugee-law-handbook-parliamentarians.html
https://www.unhcr.org/publications/legal/3d4aba564/refugee-protection-guide-international-refugee-law-handbook-parliamentarians.html
https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/2020-11/IASC%20Policy%20on%20Protection%20in%20Humanitarian%20Action%2C%202016.pdf
https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/2020-11/IASC%20Policy%20on%20Protection%20in%20Humanitarian%20Action%2C%202016.pdf
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Table 1: Total Urban Refugees, 2018-2021 

Country 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Egypt 244,910 254,726 259,292 271,102 

Uganda 54,700 76,531 88,157 105,076 
Global 5,388,900 5,664,966 9,000,358 9,535,637 

Source: UNHCR Offices in Geneva, Cairo and Kampala 

2. Evaluation purpose and scope 
The purpose of this evaluation is to examine the work done by PRM partners on protection of refugee youth 

in urban settings in Africa.  This evaluation will give recommendations for diplomatic actions PRM can use 
with partner countries to engage governments on undertaking policy and other legal actions to improve the life 

of these vulnerable populations.  Another purpose of the evaluation is to identify some best practices derived 

from the funding and implementation of these programs that can be promoted in the provision of humanitarian 

assistance.  

The scope includes the work done by IOs, such as UNHCR for whom PRM is the largest donor5, and NGOs 

who work directly with PRM to offer targeted and meaningful protection to urban youth refugees.  The NGOs 
are included in this funding activity to fill  the gaps in programs that the IOs might not address.  PRM 

historically has funded the activities of NGOs for one-year programs, but in recent years has shifted towards 
funding partners through multi-year funding.  These programs are mostly implemented through cooperative 

agreements covering up to three years of activity funded in yearly increments.  

We considered several elements within the scope of the evaluation including:  

¶ Diversity of geographic/demographic environment:  PRM interventions take place  

in regions with large numbers of refugees spanning many cultures, languages, and environments.  

¶ Diversity of sector and project focus:  PRM supports multisectoral packages that cover a wide range of 
focus areas including education, livelihoods, health, legal protection, and more.  

¶ Diversity of project stakeholders:  PRM relies on trusted partners such as UNHCR or UNICEF and other 

IOs and NGOs to implement its programs.  These partners use diverse approaches to project 
implementation.  

The evaluation has three components.  The first is a comprehensive desk review and written analysis of regional 

populations and programming.  The second is fieldwork to examine the situation on the ground in two African 
countries (Egypt and Uganda).  The third is the final evaluation report to inform PRM programmatic and 

diplomatic decision making on humanitarian assistance. 

The evaluation team visited Egypt (including Cairo/Giza and Alexandria) and Uganda (Kampala) to observe 

and collect data, as described in Annex 5.  

The findings in this report were drawn from both field work, desk review, and observations in the locations 

where the interventions took place.  The emphasis of the evaluation team during these activities was to identify 
best practices and develop lessons learned.  At the same time, the purpose of the field work and one-on-one 

contacts with beneficiaries as well as implementers, was to identify actionable recommendations for the PRM.  

This evaluation tries to answer the research questions below.  To answer the first research question, we used 

some of the conclusions of the Desk Review Report and data collected through the meetings and materials 

received from Implementing Partners (IPs).  The other research questions were answered mainly through 
quantitative and qualitative data collected during the fieldwork.  Data was also gathered through open lines of 

communication with PRM Program Officers in Washington, D.C., and the respective Regional Refugee 

 
5 The PRM funding that goes to the IOs is essentially non-earmarked and it is managed by different organizations based on their policies and 

priorities.  
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Coordinators (RefCoords) in each country. 

1. What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and specifically the two focus 

countries? 

a. What are the absolute and relative (as a share of total urban and total refugee population) sizes of this 
population, based on information available? 

b. To what extent are youth formally registered as refugees with government authorities and/or UNHCR? 
c. What is the size of the unaccompanied minor/youth population within the larger subset? 

2. What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face? 

a. What challenges do refugee youth identify as their primary areas of concern? 
b. What, if any, additional challenges do unaccompanied youth face as they ñgraduateò from UNHCR 

unaccompanied minor programs? How do urban settings impact ï both positively and negatively ï 

these challenges? 
3. To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other IOs, and NGOs) reaching urban 

refugee youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges? 
a. Do needs assessments identify refugee youth (as distinct from children and adults) as well as those 

youth who are most in need? 

b. Do assistance activities for urban refugees target the specific needs of refugee youth (including 
unaccompanied refugee youth)? 

c. Which interventions, through both NGOs and IOs, have been more ï or less ï successful in meeting 

the needs of refugee youth, in accordance with defined program objectives, and why? 
d. What barriers ï including financial and policy ï limit IOsô and NGOsô abilities to address the needs of 

refugee youth? 

e. Which programs do refugee youth identify as most impactful in their lives?  What other programming 
do they most wish to see from IO and NGO partners? 

f. To what extent do refugee youth have access to national systems in host countries to meet their needs 
ï i.e., education, healthcare, legal assistance, and work opportunities?  What challenges and 

opportunities exist to scale up integration into national systems? 

4. What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners? 
a. Are there examples of good practices that could be applied, or even scaled, in other urban locations?  

What factors led to success in those interventions? 

b. In what ways can PRM support IO and NGO partners to better address the needs of refugee youth? 
c. What diplomatic actions may be necessary to bring best practices to scale? 

3. Evaluation design and data collection methods 

3.1  Evaluation Design 

To collect comprehensive data, Khulisa used a mixed-methods approach that combined the analysis of global 
administrative data with field data collected in Egypt and Uganda.  We then triangulated our analysis from 

qualitative and quantitative data collected.  Throughout the design, methodology, and overall implementation 

of the evaluation, the team integrated and applied:  

1. A close collaboration with PRM throughout the phases of this evaluation, both in the Washington office 

and with the RefCoords in Egypt and Uganda.  

2. Partnering with in -country evaluators to ensure smooth logistics on the ground, enhance the evaluation 
teamôs linguistic and cultural understanding, and address cultural and gender sensitivity in all data collection 

efforts.  The team worked with two efficient teams of evaluators and enumerators in Egypt and Uganda. 

3. Inclusive of all stakeholders, the design captured all relevant information from all participants, from policy 
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decision makers, program managers, mentors, coordinators, and other implementers, and above all 

beneficiaries.  

4. Flexibility in implementation applied throughout the data collection.  The team adhered to planned and 

approved design and methodology but at the same time recognized the need to adapt.  The team added some 
elements of data collection, including Focus Groups and Observations, that enriched the information captured 

on the ground. 

5. Age, gender, and cultural sensitivities are at the center of Khulisaôs evaluation implementation.  The team 

made every effort for the beneficiaries to feel comfortable and to share their experience and opinions.  

We apply the principles of Utilization -Focused Evaluation, an approach which focuses on the usefulness of 
an evaluation to its intended users.  Throughout the lifecycle of this evaluation, we consulted and de-briefed 

the RefCoords, PRM Washington office, and the implementing IOs and NGOs, in order to enhance the 

utilization of findings, to inform decisions, and to improve performance.  Furthermore, disseminating the 
results of the evaluation via debriefs and oral presentations helped increase the level of utilization and inform 

our recommendations for diplomatic actions.  

We used a methodology that is as participatory and inclusive as possible, starting from the data collection, 

which included to the extent possible not only the partners and implementers but also the beneficiaries.  We 

included in-country evaluators in instrument development and incorporated feedback from both in-country 

teams and the debriefs in our analysis.  

3.2   Data collection methods, instruments, and sample size 

The evaluation team was in the field from 13-26 March 2022 in Cairo and Alexandria, Egypt, and from 27 

March to 9 April 2022 in Kampala, Uganda.  Meetings and interviews were done at UNHCR in Cairo, UNICEF 

in Cairo, UNICEF through Caritas/Egypt and CARE in Alexandria, and directly funded NGOs, Church World 
Services (CWS) with Saint Andrews Refugee Services (StARS), Save the Children (STC), and Terre des 

Hommes (TDH) through the Psycho-Social Services and Training Institute in Cairo (PSTIC).  In Uganda the 

same activities were done with UNHCR Kampala, International Rescue Committee (IRC), Jesuit Refugee 

Services (JRS), and UNHCR IP Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) (See Annex 5 for further detail). 

The evaluation team developed and used f ive key instruments ï four for qualitative data collection (See Table 

2) and one for quantitative data collection:  

Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with IOs:  The team conducted semi-structured interviews with IOs, 

namely UNHCR and UNICEF, in the HQ and at country offices with 11 managers and responsible officers.  
The team received answers to all four research and evaluation questions.  The team conducted some of these 

interviews virtually prior to in-country data collection and the majority during our data collection in the field.  

KIIs with NGOs: The team conducted similar interviews with 23 managers of the NGOs on the ground to 
understand the actual programsô scope, size, and purpose.  This data helped highlight best practices in each 

program after confirming and triangulating with the beneficiariesô answers. 

Focus Groups (FGs):  The team conducted 5 FGs with the participation of 58 mentors, coordinators, and 
implementers of the programs throughout the NGOs in Egypt.  The team initially did not have these FGs in 

the protocols considering the uncertain COVID-19 restrictions but remained flexible in adding them in order 
to better understand the situation of youth and child refugees in Cairo and Alexandria.  FGs allowed the team 

to collect data on youth refugee challenges from the first level implementers, coordinators, and mentors in both 

cities.  The team developed a protocol of questions (see Annex 2) that were related only to the challenges the 
youth refugees face in the urban areas.  
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Table 2: Sample Size by country, organization, and gender 

 

KIIs with Beneficiaries: The third element of qualitative data collection was one-on-one interviews with 

selected beneficiaries.  Meeting directly with a total of 59 beneficiaries and discussing both their challenges 

and the effect of PRM-funded programs on their daily lives is at the heart of the evaluation.  Open-ended 
questions in these semi-structured interviews aim to determine the degree to which the programs have had the 

desired impact as well as how beneficiaries perceive the PRM-supported programs. 

The quantitative portion of the evaluation relies on:  

Data mining via desk review of administrative documents provided by PRM and IOs.  

Intercept Interviews (I I s) with Refugees:  Because the classic survey 

distributed online is not feasible considering the age and vulnerabilities of 
the beneficiaries, confidentiality considerations, as well as the possible lack 

of technological capacity to respond, the team used a different methodology. 
We collected quantitative data through 320 IIs of approximately 15-minutes.  

One positive element of the II methodology is the increased level of 

randomization in the data collection, reducing biases.  The survey had close-
ended questions using an online application, JotForm, that allowed Khulisa 

to create the data collection tool for enumerators to use on tablets6 without 

Wi-Fi availability.  We worked closely with NGOs to schedule the necessary 
days for the 4-5 enumerators in each country who intercepted beneficiaries 

at the NGO premises or when a specific activity was organized during the two-week period of our in-country 

data collection.  The team organized an extensive one-day training in person with the enumerators on how to 
use the tablets, record and transmit the data in real time, as well as to ensure that research ethics standards were 

adhered to.  The team also explained and clarified the methodology with the NGOs.  

Our sampling strategy aimed to maximize engagement with PRM partners and programs.  The team visited all 

the NGOs and IOs in both countries that use primarily PRM funding.  The sample size aimed at representing 

a gender balanced group of refugees as shown in Figure 1.  

 
6 The JotForm was available to use on phones or laptops, but for consistency tablets were provided.  

Totals

F M F M F M F M F M

UNHCR-Geneva 1 1

Egypt/Cairo 4 1 9 3 3 15 0 6 27 62 130

UNHCR-Cairo 2 2

UNICEF-Cairo 2 1 3

Church World Services (CWS) / StARS 3 2 4 13 15 37

Save the Children (STC) 1 1 1 5 11 18 37

Terre des Hommes (TDH) / PSTIC 1 1 6 6 3 29 46

CARE 4 1 5

Egypt/Alexandria 2 0 0 0 9 2 45 7 42 17 124

CARE 3 2 22 21 16 64

UNICEF/Caritas 2 6 23 7 21 1 60

Uganda/Kampala 2 1 7 4 19 11 0 0 96 76 216

UNHCR-Kampala 2 1 3

International Rescue Committee (IRC) 2 1 10 4 42 28 87

Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) 3 1 7 3 43 29 86

UNHCR/Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) 2 2 2 4 11 19 40

Total Sample 8 3 16 7 31 28 45 13 165 155 471

471

IIs with Beneficiaries
Country/Stakeholders

KIIs with IOs KIIs with NGOs KIIs with Beneficiaries Focus Groups

11 23 59 58 320

Figure 1: Gender distribution 

of Survey Sample (n=320) 

 

52%48%

M F
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The age distribution of the sample size in the evaluation is shown in the Figure 2. 

 

The evaluation stays within the boundaries of the target age of 15-247, according to the UN definition of youth. 

The figure shows a distribution more biased toward younger refugees in Egypt compared to Uganda.  The 

reason for that is the demographic nature of the targeted group in each country and each NGO or IO who works 
with them.  In Uganda we worked with a relatively more even distribution within the age group and slightly 

more with mature beneficiaries, while in Egypt the NGOs tended to work with younger audiences, mostly 

between 17 and 19 years old. Table 3 shows the total sample distribution by age8.  

 

Refugees surveyed in Egypt (see Figure 3) predominantly come from the Arabic-speaking countries of Syria, 

Sudan, Yemen, and the Palestinian Territories, as well as South Sudan, Eritrea, Ethiopia, and Somalia.   
Refugees in Uganda (see Figure 4) are largely from the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Somalia, 

Rwanda, Burundi, and the Central African Republic. 

  

 
7 Only in one instance we considered a refugee to be at the borders of 24 and 25 years old. 
8 This distribution is comparable to the global UNHCR age distribution of refugees. See Annex 6 for details about UNHCR global data. 

Figure 2: Age distribution of Survey Sample (n=320) 
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Table 3: Distribution of beneficiaries by age, total sample 

Age of 
Beneficiaries 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 24+ Total 

Survey 21 37 58 56 44 25 17 18 11 32 1 320 
Interviews 5 3 9 8 6 5 5 8 7 2 1 59 

Total 26 40 67 64 50 30 22 26 18 34 2 379 

 

 

1 53 

Figure 3: Country of Origin for our survey 

sample of refugee youth in Egypt (n=148) 

Uganda 

Democratic 
Republic of 

Congo 

1 141 

Figure 4: Country of Origin for our survey 

sample of refugee youth in Uganda (n=172) 
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3.3  Study Limitations  

There are several data limitations related to this study:  

¶ The global data on refugees and specifically on urban youth refugees rely on UNHCR efforts in 
collaboration with host countries.  The policies of collecting and reporting data depend primarily on the 

policies and agreements with the national governments and have different focuses and means of 

implementation.  Although there is a UN definition of youth that covers the 15-24 age range, the data 
collected does not always apply this definition.  UNHCR uses extrapolation to determine the size of the 

youth refugee category. 

¶ UNHCRôs definition of youth includes children aged 15-18 years youth at very early stages of adulthood 
(aged 19-24 years).  Data produced for both categories that are part of the definition are collected and 

organized using different age categories for minors and for those who are considered adults.  Therefore, 

the conclusions of the size of the overall group defined as ñyouthò is debatable.  These biases increase the 
difficulties of selecting a strictly representative sample. 

¶ The measurements of unaccompanied children are overlapping because there are various definitions used: 

unaccompanied adolescents for age 13-18 years, unaccompanied minors from 0-18 years, and youth which 
cuts in the middle of these different definitions for 15-24 years old.  The discrepancy in definitions makes 

it difficult to offer a clear determination of the size of the youth refugee population.  Furthermore, the IOs 

sometimes use the concept of unaccompanied and separated children (UASC), which is a broader concept 
depending on how they define ñseparationò. 

¶ Different recipients of PRM funding work at different programmatic capabilities and with different 

refugee groups, so every effort to eliminate biases and introduce randomness in selecting the sample has 
its limitations.  The age, gender, and country of origin are sometimes dependent on the geographic location 

of the implementers and their support by the local organizations. 

¶ The sample we are using contains biases related to the target group of youth supported by each NGO at a 
particular program.  Although the representation of the sample in general is close to the distribution by 

country and gender when we compare it with the origin of refugees in both Egypt and Uganda, there are 
still differences.  This is related to the locations where the implementers of the PRM funded programs 

were operating and the residence of various ethnicities of the refugees.  

¶ The team kept a reasonable gender distribution of the sample, however at the implementation level there 
is a slight bias of addressing the work with girls or with boys.  Although we have a relatively balanced 

number of girls and boys at the KIIs, we did not maintain the same balance at IIs for the reasons mentioned 
related to the nature of the varying programs that we accessed during the fieldwork. 

3.4  Research Ethics 

Khulisa maintains a high ethical standard to protect the rights and interests of program beneficiaries, 

particularly minors.  Khulisa is registered with the USGôs Federal-wide Assurance (FWA) for the Protection 

of Human Subjects (OMB No. 0990-0278).  Khulisaôs enumerator training for this assignment included ethical 
principles for working with children and referral pathways when interviewees raised issues of concern, such 

as harassment, assault, fraud and corruption, and/or extreme vulnerability and a lack of safety (see Annex 3 

for more detail).  Khulisa reported these cases to the respective protection partners and to the UNHCR offices 

in country.  
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4. Data and findings  

4.1  Characteristics of urban youth refugees  

4.1.1 Definitions and difficulties of measurement 

The UN definition of youth is not widely used by either UN organizations or NGOs.  UNHCR in Egypt and 

Uganda used the age brackets of 0-4, 5-11, 12-17, 18-59 and 60+9.  UNHCR headquarters in Geneva noted the 

following: 

 

This practice was also widespread at the NGOs in Egypt and Uganda. NGOs applied different definitions of 
youth to adapt to the challenges and the needs of refugees in each country.  During the interviews, the team 

asked IOs and NGOs whether they use the UN definition (see Figure 5).  While the UN organizations use the 

definition more frequently, they do not categorize data using this age bracket and therefore they had to 
specifically extract data related to this definition.  The NGOs use the UN definition even less (only 10-15 

percent use it).  In Egypt, there were a variety of definitions of ñyouthò used by NGOs and IOs, including 14-

21 years old (StARS), 14-29 years old (STC), under-18 and above 18 (PSTIC), and some had no definition of 
youth at all.  UNHCR in Egypt also noted in an interview that they use the range of 18-35 years for youth 

programming, whereas child protection programming focuses 

on under-18-year-olds.  In Uganda, most organizations use the 
national definition of youth, from 18-35 years old.  Thus, this 

transitional period from teenage years into early adulthood is not 
specifically targeted.  UN organizations and some NGOs 

claimed in KIIs they have not been asked to track or report on 

the age bracket of 15-24, and thus have not included it in their 
data.  Based on their understanding, the lower limit of this definition, 15, is lower than what they use, and the 

upper limit, 24, is also lower than their upper limit, 29-35 years old.  

The difficulties of measurement are also related to the refugee registration process, which is implemented 

differently in Egypt and Uganda.  Registration is related to the way different countries have agreed to accept 

and process refugees in settlements, release them in the urban areas, or a combination of both.  As mentioned 
above, UNHCR at a global level does not use the 15-24 age category for reporting.  However, when country 

offices register individuals, they collect exact ages.  Upon request from the evaluation team, each country 

office was able to use their beneficiary database to aggregate raw data into the requested age category (15-24). 

These country specific figures are more accurate than the global estimates on youth in Table 4. 

 
9 To be able to compare sizes and avoid duplications of the different groups in the Desk Review Report the team discussed the sizes of the 

refugee population based on this division of age brackets. However, for simplicity we will report the number that IOs use to describe urban 

youth refugees based on the UN definition of youth. 

ñIn relation to the UNHCR Data Finder, there is no age breakdown for youth (15-24), but we can estimate that 
the total number [of both registered and unregistered refugees] can be 15-20 percent of the total number.  So, 

84 million is the total number, and the estimated (15-20 percent) of youth could be approximately 14 million.  

We have used extrapolation in order to estimate such figures.ò  UNHCR Employee in Geneva 

Conclusion:  The term ñyouthò is determined by the age characteristic of refugees and there are various 
understandings of the concept.  The UN definition of youth as the age group 15-24 years old is not used uniformly 
by IOs, NGOs, and host country governments. Between 17-21 percent of the global population of refugees are 
youth between the ages of 15 and 24.  However, only 33 percent of IOs and 10-15 percent of NGOs interviewed 
use this definition of youth.  This may complicate the targeted programming for this age group and direction of 
funding. 

Figure 5: Who uses the UN Definition of 

Youth? 
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Table 4: Registered Youth Refugees and Asylum Seekers 2018-2021 
 

Global* Egypt Uganda  
Total Youth Total Youth Total Youth 

2018 23,572,976 4,528,114 244,910  55,444  - - 

2019 24,340,898 4,629,961 254,726  56,553  1,381,122  297,754  

2020 24,561,679 4,942,582 259,292  57,816  1,446 378  330,393  

2021 25,379,645 5,370,173 271,102  59,390  1,573 291  369,224  

 

In Egypt, UNHCR has the sole mandate to register refugees and conduct Refugee Status Determination (RSD).  
UNHCR plays a critical role in Egypt as the only entity that provides refugee status and oversees refugee 

protection in the country.  UNHCR will issue a blue card to refugees, yellow card to asylum seekers, and a 

white paper to asylum seekers with incomplete documentation, typically unaccompanied minors.  Following 
the card issued by UNHCR, the Government of Egypt (GOE) will issue 6-month residency permits to 

refugees10. We could not determine if the GOEôs system of residency acts as their internal refugee registration 
database, or if this data base exists.  Seventy-four percent of IO and NGO respondents in Egypt said the GOE 

has no registration process for refugees.  They know UNHCR as the only authority.  When asked in the survey 

who helped them with registration, 105 youth refugees in Egypt stated that UNHCR helped them register as a 
refugee, while several of them listed NGOs assisting their registration as well, notably Caritas, StARS, and 

Save the Children.  

In Uganda, the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) works in conjunction with UNHCR to register refugees 
and conduct RSD for asylum seekers.  OPM is responsible for registering and protecting refugees in Uganda, 

with support from UNHCR.  When asked in the survey who helped them to register, 109 youth refugees in 
Uganda stated that OPM helped them register, with 57 also listing UNHCR.  Other organizations noted by the 

Ugandan refugee youth were InterAid and Jesuit Refugee Services.  

Some refugees discussed difficulties in renewing their registration.  In Egypt, refugees must renew their 
residence permit in Cairo every 6 months, and they can wait several months to receive the new permit, leaving 

them without valid documentation and vulnerable to detention.  In Uganda, OPM conducts refugee status 

verification every two years, which, since 202011, requires the refugees to go back to refugee settlements and 
wait for several months for their status to be verified.  Due to transportation costs and work commitments, 

some refugees were unable to get verified and thus their refugee status had expired.  Ugandaôs settlement 

policy, discussed later at 4.2.1.2, centers on refugee support in the refugee settlements and thus does not 

accommodate urban refugees well. 

 

4.1.2 Countries of origin 

The tables below display the countries of origin for refugees in Egypt and Uganda respectively, in absolute 

numbers and percentages. In Egypt, the highest percentage of refugees are Syrian, Palestinian, and Sudanese. 

In Uganda, the highest percentage are South Sudanese and Congolese.  

 
 
11 In Uganda, the OPM offices which were allowed to register refugees in Kampala ceased doing so during the Covid restrictions. 

*Global UNHCR data represent refugee population from 12-24 years old. However, UNHCR estimates that the age 

group 15-24 years old represents17% of the total global refugee population. 

 

 population areable 4: Unaccompanied Children and Adolescents in Egypt and Uganda, 2019-2021 

fuge 

Conclusion:  The process of refugee registration is not consistent among the host countries.  In some, registration 
is the responsibility of IOs, mainly UNHCR, and elsewhere the host country government takes over RSD.  Only 
in some rare cases do NGOs help the process.  However, in all cases the registration and status determination of 
refugees is marked by challenges, delays, and frequent changes in policy. 
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Table 5: Refugee and Asylum-seeker population in Egypt, by country-of-origin 2018-2021 

Country of origin  2018 % 2019 % 2020 % 2021 % 

Syrian Arab Republic 132,871 42 129,210 39 130,577 40 133,568 40 
Palestinian Authority 70,021 22 70,010 21 70,022 21 70,022 21 

Sudan  41,771 13 48,684 15 49,249 15 50,668 15 

South Sudan  14,622 5 19,245 6 19,805 6 20,239 6 
Eritrea  15,442 5 19,643 6 19,079 6 20,174 6 

Ethiopia  15,931 5 16,713 5 16,099 5 15,671 5 
Yemen  8,322 3 92,19 3 9,267 3 9,404 3 

Iraq  6,994 2 67,76 2 6,804 2 6,803 2 
Somalia  7,164 2 71,35 2 6,730 2 6,771 2 

Source: UNHCR Data Finder, January 2022 

Table 6: Refugee and Asylum-seeker population in Uganda by country of origin, 2018-2021 

Country of origin 12 2018 % 2019 % 2020 % 2021 % 

South Sudan  789,287 66 861,596 62 889,054 61 923,565 62 

Democratic Republic of Congo  312,699 26 397,677 29 421,563 29 433,149 29 
Burundi  34,981 3 45,678 3 49,728 3 51,066 3 

Somalia  23,633 2 38,050 3 44,479 3 47,633 3 
Rwanda  14,613 1 17,112 1 17,883 1 17,750 1 

Eritrea  9,522 1 14,499 1 16,446 1 17,658 1 
Source: UNHCR Data Finder, (January 2022)  

Source: UNHCR operational update December 2018, 2019, and Jan 2020 
 

 

4.1.3 Unaccompanied and Separated Children  (UASC) 

UASC are children under the age of 18 seeking asylum in their own right and who are separated from both 

parents.  UASC between the ages of 15 and 18 are part of our targeted beneficiaries.  UASC are covered by 
the child protection policies and specialized protection offered by IOs until the age of 18.  UASC protection is 

often treated separately from the protection of youth refugees as a whole.  The Youth Coordinator at UNHCR 

headquarters in Geneva did not have access to the child protection data that included minors, although the age 
15-24 defined as youth by the UN clearly overlaps with minors.  In the field offices in Egypt and Uganda, 

programming was different for UASC under 18 years old.  The differences are largely because of the variations 

in the policies on creating settlements or maintaining only urban refugees.  In Egypt, refugees live in urban 

settings, while Uganda has both settlement and urban refugees. 

UNHCR in both Egypt and Uganda keep a database of UASC (see Table 7) to provide child protection 
services.  UNHCR in Egypt gave financial assistance to UASC, but this assistance stops at the age of 18. In 

some cases, there is also a difference of interpretation between UNICEF and UNHCR as to their respective 

mandates in supporting UASC13. UNICEF in Egypt believes they should have the sole mandate to protect and 

oversee UASC, as does UNHCR. 

 
12 As per the limitations of this study, the sample of the urban refugee population in Uganda may not reflect the countries of origin of all the 

refugees in the country 
13 From an interview with an IO in Egypt. 

Conclusion: The countries of origin of the urban refugees in Egypt and Uganda are usually from the 
geographic vicinity of the host country, or from the countries in the near region who experience conflict, 
civil war, natural disaster, or other hardship.  The flow of refugees is also determined by the similarity of 
languages spoken and the perceived stability and prosperity of neighboring countries.  
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Many of the youth struggle to support 
themselves financially, are unable to complete 

their schooling by the age of 18, and the sudden 

halt in financial support makes a stable 
transition to adulthood more difficult.  Out of 

our survey sample in Egypt (Figure 6) 40 
percent of refugees answered ñYes, the level of 

support I received from NGOs and IOs is less 

since I turned 18ò (14 percent answered ñnoò 
and 9 percent answered ñdonôt knowò).  In 

Uganda, where there is no specified cash support for those under 18, 40 percent responded ñnoò, 25 percent 

responded ñyesò, and 7 percent ñdonôt knowò.  UNHCR in Uganda 
does not give cash assistance to UASC, but rather seeks to place 

them in foster families or alternative care housing where some 

cash assistance may be given14.  

UASC comprise only 3 percent of Ugandaôs total refugee 

population, whereas youth age 15-24 are roughly 23 percent.  
Ugandaôs refugee policy seeks to place UASC in the care of other 

refugee families, preferably in the settlements where there is 

provision of basic needs.  Our data shows that there are few 
unaccompanied 

children among the 

urban refugee 
population.  In Egypt, 

UASC comprise 2 
percent of the refugee population, whereas youth aged 15-24 are 

22 percent of the refugee population, showing the same trend as 

Uganda.  NGOs in Egypt stated that the majority of UASC in 

Egypt are Eritrean refugees who often do not speak Arabic. 

Egypt has a higher number of UASC in urban areas, whereas 

UASC in Uganda often stay in refugee settlements, reflected in our 
sample (Table 8).  Some 55 percent of surveyed refugee youth in 

Egypt live with their parents, 20 percent live with relatives or 
people they know, and 20 percent live in arranged communities15. In Uganda, 35 percent live with their parents, 

55 percent live with relatives or people they know, and 3 percent live in arranged communities.  

 

 
14 This particular cash assistance is not funded by PRM. 
15 Our sample in Egypt had a higher number of UASC as locations for data collection included centers targeting UASC.  In Uganda, many 

UASC remain in settlements and thus are less represented in our sample. 

Conclusion: UASC comprise 2-3 percent of the refugee population in Egypt and Uganda.  They receive targeted 
protection by UNHCR in Egypt through cash assistance but are at greater risk of detention due to difficulties 
accessing permits.  In Uganda, UASC are more concentrated in the refugee settlements, where food and education 
are provided.  In the cities they do not receive targeted assistance in the form of cash or specific service provision. 

Table 8: Refugees who came and/or 

live alone  
Egypt Uganda 

Refugee Youth that came as 

unaccompanied children 
Interviewed 38% 7% 

Surveyed 24% 13% 

Refugee Youth that live alone 

Interviewed 17% 10% 

Surveyed 5% 7% 

 

Table 7: Unaccompanied Children and Adolescents in 

Egypt and Uganda, 2019-2021  
Egypt Uganda  

Total 

Refugees 

UASC % Total 

Refugees 

UASC % 

2019 254,726 4,855 2    1,381,122 39,036 3 

2020 259,292 4,051 2 1,446,378 40,996 3 

2021 271,102 4,090 2 1,573,291 40,331 3 

 

Figure 6: Surveyed refugees who 

claimed they received less support from 

IOs and NGOs since turning 18 (n=217* ) 

*n=217 as not all respondents were over 18 
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4.2  The challenges of youth refugees  

4.2.1 The Role of Domestic Policies on Refugees 

Domestic policies directly impact the protection of refugees living in the host country.  Host country 
governments through their existing constitutions and laws determine the legal standing and level of access for 

refugees in their societies.  These policies determine how easy or difficult it is for refugees to register, have a 

residence permit, and access public services.  Domestic policies may limit refugee access to public education 
or public health systems, such as in Egypt, or may choose to host refugees in settlements rather than in urban 

areas, like in Uganda.  As a result, these policies can either increase or decrease urban youth refugeesô 

vulnerabilities within those societies.  In both countries, the impact of the COVID-19 lockdowns has severely 
weakened economies and constrained public healthcare systems. Refugee youth have experienced added 

difficulty in obtaining a stable income and accessing healthcare.  

4.2.1.1 Egypt 

In general, Egypt maintains a closed policy towards refugees in which they discourage integration of refugees 

into the general population, provide only short-term residence permits for refugees, and restrict refugeesô 
access to education, formal employment, and public services.  According to the World Bank,16 31.3 million 

Egyptians lived below the poverty rate in 2021. The overwhelmed national health and education systems 

provide limited access to youth refugees, making them economically, physically, and legally vulnerable.  In 
1954, Egypt and UNHCR signed a MOU entrusting UNHCR to provide services related to registration, refugee 

status determination and documentation, resettlement, and to allow assistance to refugees by other NGOs 
denied in practice.  Refugees in Egypt are also not allowed to legally work and have difficulty opening bank 

accounts due to their temporary residence permits.  UNHCR has been advocating for work permits for refugees 

in Egypt since 199117.  

4.2.1.2 Uganda 

Uganda has a settlement policy in which they encourage refugees to live in settlements, which are usually 

located in rural areas across the country, and to make a new life there through earning income and receiving 
food stipends, education, and even a piece of land. However, consistent reductions in funding limit the 

provisions in the settlements and many refugees move to cities in search of better opportunities.  Refugees are 

allowed to leave settlements and go to the cities under the assumption they will be self-sufficient, and therefore 
the government does not offer any protection to urban refugees.  Refugees in Uganda are legally offered the 

same rights as Ugandan citizens including work permits, access to public schools, and access to public 
healthcare.  However, in reality the access is limited.  The challenge for urban refugees in Uganda falls largely 

into two main brackets: (i) poverty as a barrier to access services and (ii) discrimination that prevents them 

from realizing their rights as refugees.  According to the World Bank, Uganda faces high poverty levels, with 
69.9 percent of the population (27.7 million people) living below the poverty rate for low to middle income 

countries18.  

Despite the challenges faced by youth refugees in cities, the majority of our sample (96 and 80 percent 
respectively in Egypt and Uganda) answered yes to, ñDo you think being in a city is making things easier for 

you?ò, accepting that it was less difficult for them to live in the cities than in settlements.  They felt a sense of 

 
16 Sinha, N. (2021) World Bank Data Poverty and Equity Brief: The Arab Republic of Egypt. Retrieved 05/26/2022 from 

https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/987B9C90-CB9F-4D93-AE8C-

750588BF00QA/SM2021/Global_POVEQ_EGY.pdf  
17 From interview with UNHCR staff in Cairo. Discussed here: https://www.unhcr.org/eg/wp-
content/uploads/sites/36/2020/10/ERP2021EN.pdf 
18 Mejia-Mantilla, C. (2020). World Bank Data Poverty and Equity Brief: Uganda. Retrieved 05/26/2022 from 

https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Global_POVEQ_UGA.pdf  

https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/987B9C90-CB9F-4D93-AE8C-750588BF00QA/SM2021/Global_POVEQ_EGY.pdf
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/987B9C90-CB9F-4D93-AE8C-750588BF00QA/SM2021/Global_POVEQ_EGY.pdf
https://www.unhcr.org/eg/wp-content/uploads/sites/36/2020/10/ERP2021EN.pdf
https://www.unhcr.org/eg/wp-content/uploads/sites/36/2020/10/ERP2021EN.pdf
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Global_POVEQ_UGA.pdf
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freedom and self-determination for their life and their future.  

4.2.2 Challenges in the four main areas of protection  

Youth refugees in urban areas face several challenges.  Some of these are common to refugees of all ages, 

although others are specific for this group.  This group has immense potential to impact positively both the 

host country and their country of origin, making them a crucial focus of refugee protection programming.    

1. The challenges faced by urban youth refugees in Egypt and Uganda are recognized by IOs and NGOs.  

Based on 38 interviews with officers and managers in these organizations, as well as 58 on-the-ground 

implementers of the programs, it emerged that the youthôs challenges are impacted by various policies.  This 
includes both host-country policies as well as internal, donor, and organizational policies and priorities, such 

as funding availability and cycle, diverging priorities, etc.  UNHCR does not specifically follow this age group.  

The position of Youth Coordinator at the Geneva Office has a temporary nature19, which may make it difficult 
to prioritize youth-specific issues.  Furthermore, as already noted, UNHCR does not specifically track refugees 

aged 15-24, and refugees of this age group reported not being able to meaningfully participate in conversations 

about refugee rights and programming.  

UNICEF and UNHCR in Egypt noted several challenges with both government and donor policies that impact 

refugee youth.  Firstly, with government policies, UNICEF and UNHCR target their assistance to building the 
capacity of host country governments to protect the rights of children and refugees respectively.  During 

interviews, UNICEF Egypt noted reluctance on the part of the GOE to include refugees in some services, such 

as youth centers, case management from the Ministry of Health, and standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
children on the move.  As a result, non-Egyptians are asked to pay entrance fees or are excluded from certain 

services.  This reluctance from the GOE makes it difficult for IOs to implement programming that focuses on 

refugee youth in urban settings.  

Secondly, with regards to donor policies, UNICEF noted donors can redirect some funding to certain groups 

of refugees, namely Syrian refugees in Egypt, instead of the sub-Saharan African refugees who are the most 
vulnerable to discrimination and may need more targeted assistance.  There was a feeling that less flexibility 

in the humanitarian funding sometimes makes it difficult for IOs to respond to changing safety issues for the 

refugee youth and adapt to new circumstances.  

2. From the urban youth refugee perspective, challenges in Livelihood and Employment Opportunities, 

challenges in getting an Education, challenges accessing Health services and Legal challenges are depicted 

in both surveys and interviews of beneficiaries. 

When asked to identify the challenges they face, surveyed urban youth refugees in Egypt mentioned equal 
employment opportunities and having a job as their greatest area of difficulty, closely followed by difficulties 

dealing with the police and having official documents (see Figure 7). Twenty-seven percent of urban refugee 

youth in Egypt say they have received less support from IOs and NGOs since turning 18.  The main areas they 
identified as challenges are having a job, attending school or educational programs, being able to see a doctor 

or nurse when needed, and being able to work legally and earn the same as locals. 

 
19 According to the interview with the coordinator, this position is funded by PRM. The rank and the position level of the youth coordinator 

seems to be lower than expected, not allowing him to address the issues at the necessary priority, be inclusive of all issues of the age group 

of youth, and inform decision making.  

Conclusion:  Egypt considers refugees as temporary and discourages their settlement, not granting them many 
rights.  Uganda maintains a settlement policy that centers refugee services in rural settlements but allows them to 
move to cities where they are expected to be self-sufficient and where the government offers limited refugee 
services.  However, refugee youth prefer living in urban areas to settlements. 
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In Uganda, refugee youth identified the same difficulties accessing equal employment opportunities and having 
a job, followed by difficulty getting an education (see Figure 8). In this country, where there is no cash 

assistance given to unaccompanied children in urban areas, only 20 percent stated that they received less since 

they turned 18.  The main areas these youth identified as challenging are being able to have a job, being able 

to start their own businesses, and being able to work legally and at the same salary as locals.  

 

Conclusion:  The main challenge identified by surveyed urban refugee youth is having a job.  In Egypt, other 
challenges included dealing with the police and having official documents. In Uganda, another challenge 
highlighted by refugee youth was receiving an education.   

Figure 8: ñHow difficult is it for you to...?ò Responses from refugee youth in Uganda (n=172) 

 

 

 

Figure 7: ñHow difficult is it for you to...?ò Responses from refugee youth in Egypt (n=148) 
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4.2.2.1 Livelihood challenges:  Employment opportunities  

Livelihood is a major area of concern for urban refugee youth, as many of them start bearing financial 

responsibility but struggle to find employment or start businesses successfully. Figure 7 shows that the area 

refugee youth in Egypt rated with the highest difficulty was ñbeing able to work legally and be paid as a local.ò 

Similarly, Figure 8 demonstrates that Ugandans considered this their most difficult challenge.  

In Egypt, the policy that refugees are not legally allowed to work 
makes it difficult for refugee youth to sustain themselves 

financially.  Although Egypt has a very large informal sector in 
which many refugee youth work, they battle to secure an income 

due to low levels of education, discrimination, and workplace abuse 

from Egyptians.  A repeated theme from interviews with refugees 
and NGOs was of refugee youth in Egypt being hired for a job and 

not being paid, leading them to quit and then being threatened by 

their employers that they will report them to the police to have them 
detained or deported.  Interviewees claimed that urban refugee 

youth in Egypt are entering the narcotics trade as petty drug dealers in order to earn money.  The youth often 

aspire to engage in e-commerce but lack opportunities to develop these skills and cannot afford tertiary 
education, leaving them reliant on unskilled, unregulated labor that leaves them vulnerable to discrimination 

and abuse20. 

Because refugees in Egypt are not given the same rights as Egyptian 

citizens and have only temporary permits, they have difficulty 

opening bank accounts.  This makes it extremely difficult for them 
to engage in financial activities and operate legal businesses.  All 

refugees in Egypt rely on the informal sector to survive, namely 

setting up small craft businesses or working as domestic cleaners. 
Fifty-two percent of the urban youth refugees interviewed in Egypt 

had faced violent discrimination from host communities, including by Egyptian police. Refugees are 
dependent on locals for job opportunities which are almost never secure.  They are often unable to report any 

abuse faced in the workplace due to discrimination they face from police, and many refugee girls and women 

reported facing sexual harassment and abuse in their jobs.  

In Uganda, the most repeated challenge from interviews with refugee youth was an inability to meet their 

basic needs, including shelter, food, and hygiene products.  This forces many urban youth refugees to drop 
out of school and seek employment or start businesses to support their familiesô needs.  However, lacking 

 
20 The Khulisa research team referred interviewed refugee youth in vulnerable situations to NGO protection partners in their respective host 

countries to ensure the wellbeing of all participants 

Refugees are not privileged to some 
opportunities. We canôt buy SIM-
cards with a refugee cardé [We 
donôt] hold a Uganda National ID. 
When we go to the markets and speak 
Kiswahili, the prices are hiked, and 
we are cheated. When we speak 
Luganda, the prices are lowered. 
Refugee (23 years old) in Uganda 

I'm responsible for taking care of my siblings and mother because she is currently ill with terminal diabetes.  
I also do not have a sustainable income and yet I'm meant to take care of my young siblings.  The job I'm 
currently doing is tailoring and our premises are not located in a favorable place to attract customers which 
affects our sales...  We are sometimes unable to get food at home.  As a vulnerable girl, you sometimes find 
yourself in uncompromising acts such as having sex with married men and prostitution just to fend for your 
needs.  Refugee (age unknown) in Uganda 

Finding food is a problem. 
Sometimes we have and sometimes 
we donôté I think some people 
donôt want to give me a job because 
I am a Congolese. 
Refugee (17 years old) in Uganda 

When I was working for Egyptians, I spent one month with them, but I was not paid so I left.  I received some 
threats through my mobile [é]."Why did you not go to the Police after receiving these threats messages?" I am 
afraid they will jail me. Refugee (20 years old) in Egypt 
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education and being in a society that has high rates of unemployment, urban refugee youth struggle to find 
stable incomes.  One reason given by the youth was that their parents or guardians were sick and unable to 

work or had lost their income due to COVID-19 lockdowns.  Youth who had already missed nearly two years 

of school due to Ugandaôs lockdown restrictions focused their efforts on vocational training programs to 
start small businesses as hairdressers or selling crafts or street food.  NGOs discussed the negative coping 

mechanisms that youth turn to in order to secure shelter or food, including prostitution, petty crimes, and selling 

drugs.  

A theme that emerged in Egypt regarding UASC is their increased difficulty in finding safe and stable work.  

UASC are more likely to rely on any informal work they are offered, which puts them at greater risk for 
workplace abuses.  Responses also indicated that UASC are more likely to join gangs in order to secure income 

or resources and physical protection.  UASC gang members that get arrested may spend more time in detention 

as they do not have family to pay their bail or help them get released.  In Uganda, the negative coping 
mechanism that UASC may turn to is prostitution, especially the victims of Sexual and Gender-Based Violence 

(SGBV).  UASC also are less likely to complete high school, due to their need to financially provide for 

themselves, increasing their vulnerability to abuse and sexual exploitation.  

Urban refugee youth also repeatedly mentioned discrimination from host communities as a reason for their 

struggle to find work.  Refugees in Egypt who are dark-skinned or non-Arabic speaking gave these as reasons 
for not being hired, while refugees in Uganda mentioned ethnic discrimination against them for not being 

Ugandan.  Sixty percent of survey respondents claimed they were discriminated against because of their ethnic 

group.  It should be noted that the refugees can interlink nationality and ethnicity and are often referring to 
discrimination for not being from a Ugandan ethnic group when they cite ethnic discrimination.  Thus, this is 

almost interchangeable with discrimination based on nationality.  

Job insecurity for Ugandans often leads to resentment and discrimination against refugees, and several claimed 
they were not given jobs or were dismissed from their 

jobs due to their refugee status.  Furthermore, some 
refugees who have fled tribal persecution face the same 

persecution within the refugee settlements and 

communities in Kampala.  Whereas the refugee policy in 
Uganda gives them the right to access work permits and 

other legal status freely, the implementation of these 

policies is inconsistent, and refugees often face barriers 
to obtain legal working documents.  This can include 

bribery, administrative fees that they cannot afford, and 
misapplication of the law that treats them as foreign 

migrants (with different fee schedules) and not refugees.  

Of 30 refugees interviewed in Uganda, 11 (36 percent) 
stated that their primary challenge was not being able to pay for education, and another 36 percent stated that 

their primary challenge was not being able to pay for rent and basic needs (Figure 9).  Ten stated that one of 

their biggest challenges (listed either first or second) was the harassment and discrimination they faced from 

Ugandans.  

 

  

Conclusion:  Refugee youth face many barriers to finding stable jobs.  In Egypt they are not permitted to work 
and face harassment, discrimination, and abuse from Egyptian employers.  In Uganda they face discrimination 
from locals, lack of education and training, and do not speak local languages.  
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Figure 9: Interviewed youth refugees in Uganda 

answering what their biggest challenges are (n=30) 
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4.2.2.2 Education challenges  

Refugee youth in Egypt primarily attend Refugee Community Schools, which they generally find easy to 

access and affordable, as shown by their responses in Figure 7.  Even those who are legally allowed to enroll 

in Egyptian public schools, which is roughly 80 percent of the refugee population, often remain in refugee 
schools.  Sub-Saharan African refugees (non-Arabic speakers) face extreme bullying and violence in the 

public schools based on their skin color, and many Syrians attend Syrian Community Schools instead of 
Egyptian public schools due to a better quality of education.  Egyptian public schools are overcrowded, and 

the teacher-student ratio is steadily increasing21.  NGO employees interviewed described how refugee parents 

faced barriers enrolling their children in public schools because these schools asked for documentation (such 
as birth certificates, passports, and vaccination cards) that the refugee parents do not have.  Although legally 

refugees do not have to submit these documents to enroll their children, misinformation about refugee rights 

delays refugee children and youth from enrolling in school. 

 

Further, there is a parallel schooling system for Sudanese and South Sudanese children, as well as for 

Ethiopians, Eritreans, and Somalis.  These community schools have been running in Egypt for more than 25 
years.  They teach the Sudanese curriculum, which is available in English and Arabic, but many refugees 

cannot obtain their high school diploma as the Sudanese Embassy charges $500 per child to write their final 
exams.  In interviews with NGO employees, this was one reason given to explain why refugees do not obtain 

high school diplomas.  The fee is too high for refugees, and therefore many do not complete their high school 

and have no option for tertiary education.  Egyptian universities also charge foreign students higher fees, 
which restricts refugee youth from obtaining tertiary education, which was cited in interviews by Syrian youth 

refugees.  There is no clear solution for this parallel schooling system, but UNICEF is advocating with the 

GOE to recognize and formalize these schools using the Egyptian curriculum, offering these children a way to 
formally obtain high school diplomas and seek further education.  In the meantime, NGOs have adapted to this 

parallel system and try to support the refugeesô educational needs as well as they can.  An example is StARS, 
which has created a community school that has been serving the refugee community for more than 20 years. 

They have good classroom facilities, including a computer lab, where they teach the Sudanese school 

curriculum from K-3 to Grade 12. 

 

Refugee youth in Uganda struggle to afford school fees to complete their secondary schooling (30 percent 
found it difficult as seen in Figure 8).  UNHCR stated that they have advocated with the Government of 

Uganda (GOU) to subsidize primary school for refugees, but high school fees remain higher than what refugees 

can afford.  Refugee youth repeatedly stated that they could not afford to go to school, both in terms of paying 
school fees and in losing income they could be generating.  Public primary schools require families to pay for 

uniforms, lunch, and a stipend towards teacher salaries.  The fees in high schools are greater, and one 
participant claimed she would need UGX 300,000 ($78) per term, which is UGX 900,000 ($235) annually, to 

attend high school.  These fees make it almost impossible for refugees to send more than one child per family 

to school.  

 
21 Marc Espanol (January 31 2022). Egypt moves to redress teacher shortages in public schools. Al-Monitor. Accessed 06/06/2022 from 

https://www.al-monitor.com/originals/2022/01/egypt-moves-redress-teacher-shortages-public-schools  

The main challenge I faced when I came to Egypt was the enrollment in schools. I wasted 2 years without 
being enrolled because of not having official residence in Egypt. [é] It is not an easy process for refugees to 
enroll.  Refugee (16 years old) in Egypt 

One of the answers we received from parents ï especially from the Yemeni community or Syrian community, 
and even South Sudanese community ï when they go to the school administration, they have been asked to 
provide a passport, to provide a birth certificate, to provide last Certificate of Education. And they don't have 
the three documents. [é]  So what the parent is going to do, except just go into the community school because 
it's easier for them. NGO Employee in Egypt 

                                                                                                                                     

https://www.al-monitor.com/originals/2022/01/egypt-moves-redress-teacher-shortages-public-schools
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A repeated theme from urban refugee youth in Uganda was the challenge of having their school certificates 

accredited in the Ugandan system.  School certificates given in French or Swahili were not recognized by 

Ugandan authorities, and without any certificate these youth could not enroll in any secondary school or 

university.  Another challenge identified by the refugees is the language barrier to enroll in school.  Many 
Congolese refugees do not speak English, and they must invest in additional lessons to learn English, which 

they cannot afford.  Young refugee mothers stated that they do not know how they will pay for their childôs 

education.  

 

4.2.2.3 Health access challenges and mental health needs  

From both interviews and the survey of urban youth refugees, healthcare access emerges as a challenge. Some 
43-44 percent of refugee youth in Egypt found it 

ñsomewhatò difficult to see a doctor and access 

medication when needed (Figure 7).  In interviews, the 
youth stated that they did not often experience 

discrimination at these healthcare facilities, but when 
they were required to pay for scans or specific 

treatments, they could not afford to do so.  In Uganda, 

refugee youth face the same challenge, but exacerbated 
by the poor quality of public healthcare in the country 

(48-53 percent stated they found it ñsomewhatò 

difficult in Figure 8).  

A repeated theme in interviews with urban refugee 

youth and NGOs was that public health facilities often 

did not have stock of medication and gave out 
prescriptions for the refugees to purchase medication elsewhere ï a problem experienced by refugees and 

Ugandans alike.  Although consultations with health professionals in public hospitals is free, medication must 
be purchased and is often in short supply.  Similarly, they struggle to pay for scans and treatment for chronic 

conditions. NGOs such as JRS, IRC, and NRC, provide healthcare services directly to refugees. In both Egypt 

and Uganda, NGO employees stated that they struggled to support refugees with chronic conditions and those 
who required assistance with operations, as investing such large sums of money into one refugeeôs treatment 

took resources away from others with medical needs. 

Mental health is a repeated challenge that was mentioned in interviews with NGOs in both Egypt and 
Uganda.  In Egypt, NGO employees mentioned that refugees often suffer from Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 

(PTSD) from escaping persecution and encountering violence on their way to Egypt.  This is exacerbated by 
harassment they face from the Egyptian host community.  Repeatedly in interviews, urban refugee youth 

mentioned both physical and sexual harassment they faced from Egyptians, including authorities, on a regular 

basis.  Furthermore, some NGO employees state this caseload is increased by youth who have lost hope for 
their future due to the difficult challenges they face surviving in Egypt, as well as youth who have been raped 

or faced SGBV.  One NGO employee stated that 60 percent of the girls that receive services from them have 

been raped.  Physically, girls struggle with unwanted pregnancies and financially providing for a child at a 
young age, but their mental health challenges make it difficult for them to continue their education, work, and 

Conclusion:  Urban refugee youth struggle to obtain high school diplomas, let alone university education, due 
to the school or examination fees.  Some refugee youth in Egypt can attend only the parallel education system 
through community schools, but nevertheless not all can afford to sit their final exams.  This restricts their future 
employment options and has a domino effect of poverty and insecurity for the refugees.  In Uganda they have 
difficulties accrediting prior education, cannot afford school fees, and have a language barrier.  

When I joined StARS organization, they helped me 

in many things and my life changed.  I did not face 
any discrimination because of race and religion.  

Before I joined here, the CRS [Catholic Relief 

Services] especially the education and psychology 
allowed me to be open and communicateé After I 

joined the program here, I started learning English 

well.  I shared with the psychologist here who 
supports me everything I think about. [é] He 

motivates us and gives us confidence and helps me 

set my goals and plan for the future. 

Refugee (16 years old) in Egypt 
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to emotionally connect with their child.  

In Uganda, rape and SGBV were repeatedly reported among the 

urban refugee youth and NGOs interviewed.  Cultural practices of 

childhood and forced marriage were also cited by NGOs as 
barriers to child protection and sexual and reproductive health.  A 

recurring theme from refugee girls and women is girls becoming 
pregnant due to rape, but also being rejected by their families and 

communities and having no means to support themselves or their 

children.  For these young mothers, completing their education is no 
longer feasible and many have to find means to support themselves, 

including prostitution.  Some refugee men also recalled how 

experiencing sexual abuse led to them being labelled as ñgayò and 
thus discriminated and rejected by refugee and host communities 

alike.  

NGO employees in Uganda repeatedly stated that their Mental 

Health and Psychosocial Support (MHPSS) caseload was mostly 

SGBV cases for both men and women.  Substance abuse can 
become a coping mechanism for these refugees, leading to a 

harmful cycle in which they are unable to develop and support 

themselves.  Refugees that are SGBV survivors reportedly face 
many mental health barriers that can affect their schooling.  NGO 

employees reported that SGBV survivors first need to undergo 

counselling before they can continue their educational or vocational 

training.  

 

4.2.2.4 Legal protection challenges  

A repeated theme from beneficiaries, IOs, and NGO employees in Egypt was the challenge urban refugee 
youth face in obtaining legal residence.  Youth refugees face high risk of detention in Egypt, often due to 

incorrect or insufficient residence permits and registration documents.  Violence from gang involvement 

exposes them to detention as well.  Refugees have to obtain a 6-month residence permit in Cairo.  Thirty-two 
percent of the refugee youth interviewed 

found it ñdifficultò to obtain official 

documents (Figure 7).  The frequency of this 
renewal and the location for refugees in 

Alexandria make it difficult for urban refugee 
youth to retain legal documents, which is 

more difficult for unaccompanied youth who 

do not have guidance on these procedures and 
often cannot speak Arabic (50 percent of 

UASC in Egypt are Eritrean22).  This situation 

 
22 UNICEF (2019). Children on the Move in Egypt. Accessed 06/06/2022 from 

https://www.unicef.org/egypt/media/5476/file/Children%20on%20the%20Move.pdf  

Conclusion:  Youth refugees need a lot of mental health support due to violence, specifically SGBV, that they 
encounter.  Furthermore, refugees face some barriers accessing basic healthcare.  Many NGOs focus on 
providing basic healthcare and MHPSS support, but certain medical services are costly for NGOs to provide.   

Rape in the past couple of years and 
the number of SGBV survivors that 
we have seen has gone up drastically. 
Again, because there is the sense in 
the local community that you can get 
away with essentially doing anything 
to a refugeeé During the week we 
see at least, at least five to ten rape 
cases approaching us... They 
[refugee girls] often are being raped 
or sexually harassed by the male 
members of the family [where they 
work]. And we've had girls who are 
trying to make a police report... What 
then happens is, mostly it's been 
completely dismissed from the 
police, but even if they did take it 
back to the family, what the family 
then says, ñOh, this girl has stolen 
10,000 Egyptian Pounds from us. So 
what are you saying? Her making 
your police report - we should be 
reporting against her.ò These are sort 
of common stories that we hear a lot. 
 NGO Employee in Egypt 

I would say safety mostly [is the biggest challenge].  When 
you go outside after 6 pm, you are not safe.  You are scared 

about what might happen.  You can be attacked by thieves 

and others just because you are girl.  They can be exposed to 

sexual harassment any time... Uganda was peaceful, and I did 
not face this problem in Uganda.  

Refugee (17 years old) in Egypt, previously settled in 

Uganda 

https://www.unicef.org/egypt/media/5476/file/Children%20on%20the%20Move.pdf
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is worsened by reports of police discrimination against refugees, that they will detain them unfairly and 
without sufficient cause.  Refugee youth repeatedly stated in interviews that they avoid dealing with the police 

due to reports of police discrimination and the risk of detention.  Fifty-two percent of refugee youth responded 

to the level of difficulty in dealing with the police by stating ñI donôt knowò.  Egyptian police reportedly do 

not provide protection to refugee youth, but rather dismiss their claims. 

 

Overwhelmingly the most cited challenge mentioned for refugee youth in Egypt is acceptance from the host 

community.  The Egyptian host community is reported to display high levels of antagonism and violence 

towards refugees, which can prevent refugees from accessing services.  NGO employees spoke about refugee 

youth being asked to pay additional fees to access sports and recreational centers, as well as being denied entry 
to sports teams due to their race or refugee status.  The host community is often misinformed about refugee 

rights and refugees feel they cannot appeal to GOE or police authorities to protect and enforce those rights.  

UASC face a high risk of detention, as they face the most challenges obtaining their residence permits 
(without parental guidance).  Once detained, these UASC are isolated and unable to complete their registration, 

as UNHCR, UNICEF, and other NGOs are not permitted into the detention facilities to aid the refugees.  Only 
one NGO, Caritas, was able to occasionally provide hygiene items and winterization for detained refugees.  

These youth will often be kept isolated in detention for months on end until they are finally released or 

deported.  Their fate is never sure and there are no exact figures on how many UASC are currently in Egyptian 

prisons due to the lack of access to those youth.  

 

4.2.3 Discrimination, Gender- and Sexual Orientation-Based Challenges  

There are many gender- and sexual-orientation based challenges in both Egypt and Uganda.  All  NGOs and 
IOs in Uganda responded, ñYes, there are specific gender and sexual-orientation based challenges for refugee 

youthò, with 80 percent in Egypt responding the same.  Both countries have high levels of SGBV, both for 

refugee and host communities.  Women who have low socio-economic power are most vulnerable to rape and 
other forms of SGBV23, putting refugee women and girls at highest level of vulnerability.  In Egypt, many 

youth mentioned that due to their exposure to violence on the streets, it is better for women to stay at home.  

Refugees had an interesting opinion about this question in Figure 7.  

In Egypt, 59 percent of refugees interviewed stated there were more 

challenges for girls than boys.  In Uganda, 69 percent stated girls 

had more challenges than boys, 31 percent said both faced equal 

challenges, and no responses that boys faced more challenges than 

girls. 

In both Egyptian society and Ugandan society, it is unacceptable to identify as anything but heterosexual.  In 

the survey, only 14 percent of refugees in Egypt and 15 percent in Uganda stated they had experienced 

 
23 See https://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/international-archives-of-public-health-and-community-medicine-iaphcm-5-

063.php?jid=iaphcm  

My life here is so difficult.  The Egyptians are too violent.  I was walking with my sister in the streets when 
some guys tried to annoy my sister and harass her.  I tried to protect her.  They hit me on my head.  I passed 
out.  I found myself in an international hospitalé [ñDid you report to the Police?"] Yes, but some of them 
did not help me at all.  Some of these guys asked me to pay them.  The problem is the violence and 
discrimination because of the color of the skin. Refugee (18 years old) in Egypt 

Conclusion:  Urban refugee youth find it difficult to maintain current, valid residence permits or refugee status 
in Egypt and Uganda, complicated by corruption or lack of protection from authorities.  They face detention or 
deportation, as well as exclusion from refugee services.  

Our biggest challenge is insecurity 
because of my brother's gay status, we 
are being discriminated against in the 
communities where we stay. The 
community is not safe for usé  

Refugee (21years old) in Uganda 

https://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/international-archives-of-public-health-and-community-medicine-iaphcm-5-063.php?jid=iaphcm
https://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/international-archives-of-public-health-and-community-medicine-iaphcm-5-063.php?jid=iaphcm
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discrimination based on sexuality.  It is reported by NGO employees that many of them do not admit or 

accept a different sexuality.  

In Egypt (Figure 10), our survey respondents identified ethnicity and race as the biggest areas in which they 

have faced discrimination.  In Uganda (Figure 11), ethnicity ï being a non-Ugandan ethnicity ï was the most 

commonly cited reason for discrimination.  

 

4.2.4 Youth refugee access to national systems 

Access to national systems in the host countries derives first and foremost from the domestic policies about 
refugees.  However, it is also affected by the level of development of these national systems ï how poorly or 

strongly the economy of the host country is able to provide reliable health, education, and other services at the 
national level.  The economic situation in the host countries can increase anti-immigration and anti-refugee 

sentiment among the host nationals24.  Even when legally public services are available to refugees, there is 

little enforcement.  Schools can have a variety of restrictions that make admission difficult.  The police do not 
always respond to episodes of violence and other infringements when reported by refugees.  The hospitals do 

not offer routine services without charging fees and payments.  All these factors eliminate the reality of 

refugeesô access to national social systems.  

 

 
24 This phenomenon has been documented in particular in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, as evidenced in the 2011 Report of the 

Director -General of the ILO ñEquality at work: The continuing challengeò (https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---

declaration/documents/publication/wcms_166583.pdf), which notes that ñDiscrimination on various grounds can be exacerbated in times of 

economic uncertainty. There may be a tendency for governments to give lower priority to action against discrimination during periods of 

economic downturnò (p.5). Similarly, Billiet, Meuleman and De Witte (2014) in ñThe relation between ethnic threat and economic 
insecurity in times of economic crisisò find that perceived ethnic threat by the immigrants in Europe is higher in countries where GDP 

growth is lower. See: https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/about/conference/BILLIET-ea_Relation-between-ethnic-threat-and-

economic-insecurity_Summary-paper.pdf   

Conclusion:  Poverty is a factor that increases the risk of urban youth refugees to face high levels of sexual and 
gender-based violence (SGBV). There is a clear lack of protection in this area in both Egypt and Uganda.  Girls 
are at higher risk to violence and discrimination than boys.  LGBTQI refugees face a high risk of violence in both 
Egypt and Uganda.  Ethnicity is also expressed often as a common reason refugees experience discrimination.  

Living here in Egypt is the biggest challenge... There is no future for anybody here...  I come here believing 
that most time when the resettlement isn't forthcoming, then I need to go to work.  You can't as a refugee have 
a legal work document or work permit.  So it means I'm stuck having to do domestic labor or I'm stuck having 
to do contracted work, but I work with a very low income.  So that means that in the end, I'm working to 
survive.  NGO Employee in Egypt 

Figure 11: Surveyed refugees in Uganda based on 

discrimination on: (n=172) 

 

 

17%

15%

11%

9%

60%

75%

75%

80%

82%

38%

1%

3%

1%

2%

1%

6%

7%

8%

8%

1%

Gender

Sexuality

Race

Religion

Ethnicity

Yes No Don't know No answer

Figure 10: Surveyed refugees in Egypt based on 

discrimination on: (n=148) 

 

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---declaration/documents/publication/wcms_166583.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---declaration/documents/publication/wcms_166583.pdf
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/about/conference/BILLIET-ea_Relation-between-ethnic-threat-and-economic-insecurity_Summary-paper.pdf
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/about/conference/BILLIET-ea_Relation-between-ethnic-threat-and-economic-insecurity_Summary-paper.pdf
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In Egypt, all refugees can access the national health system, but they are restricted from accessing other public 
services, including work permits, banking, and schools.  As Figure 12 shows, 34 percent of urban youth 

refugees surveyed stated that they ñhave access sometimesò to the national public infrastructure, with 13 

percent stating they do not have any access, and 10 percent stating they have full access.  In Uganda, refugees 
are entitled to access the public systems, but they often cannot afford the minimal fees required to buy 

medicine, enroll in public schooling, or access the legal and banking structures.  It is interesting to note the 

perception of refugee youth in Uganda, where 28 percent state they ñoccasionally have access to public 
systemsò, 19 percent that they have no access, and only 6 percent that they have full access to public 

infrastructure.  

 

4.3  Assistance outreach levels and program efficiency 

4.3.1 Protection programming implementers  

In both Egypt and Uganda there are a variety of programs supporting urban youth refugees. The 
implementers, international NGOs, and their local partners are engaged in all four areas where the challenges 

are most demanding.  This entails protecting refugees in education programs, health programs, legal support, 

and employment/vocational training programs, known in the field as livelihood programming.  Programs being 

run for youth 15-24 years old are described in detail in Annex 4. 

IOs and international NGOs work very actively with local NGOs. Caritas Egypt and Soraya in Alexandria, 

Egypt, and Kafomi and Xavier Projects in Uganda are examples where PRM grantees partner with local 
organizations in implementing the programs.  One best practice example is Save the Children (STC), which 

structured its 3-year PRM grant such that in its third year the program is being implemented by local 

Community-Based Organizations (CBOs).  STC focused on building the capacity of the CBOsô procurement 
and financial management processes, as well as providing technical assistance for the program implementation, 

including safeguarding, case management, mental health, and psychological support, education, and 
livelihood. Now each CBO successfully runs its own Community Learning Center to implement the PRM 

programs, as well as provides other services for refugee communities.  

Engaging locals at various levels has a positive impact in the host societies.  CBOs offer a good understanding 

and local context, they understand the customary behaviors and actions, they apply cultural nuances into the 

daily programs and support, and above all their involvement has a great impact into capacity building and play 

Conclusion:  In both countries, refugees by law can have some degree of access to the national systems.  In Egypt, 
refugee youth can access public healthcare but have limited access to most other public services, including 
schooling and legal protection.  In Uganda, refugee youth can access public services but with a great deal of 
difficulty due to the fees charged for the services.  Thus, in both countries, youth refugees perceive it as no access. 
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16%

13%

15%

6%

10%

27%

28%
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I have full access
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I have access sometimes
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I do not have any access

I don't know

Egypt

Uganda

Figure 12: Surveyed respondents' access to national public systems and infrastructure (n=320) 



Page | 23 

a distinguished role in the integration process of refugees in the host communities.  In both Egypt and Uganda, 
the local organizations that work side by side with the international NGOs and IOs employ refugees in all 

aspects of implementation.  Overcoming legal constraints on employment, these CBOs are not only serving 

refugeesô immediate needs and/or protection, but also provide a source of income for some refugee members 

of these organizations.  

During the observations and in the process of KIIs, the team detected very little awareness among the 
beneficiaries served by international and local organizations that these programs are being funded in full or 

in part by the USG. In KIIs, refugees were asked if they knew who was funding the program in which they 

were participating.  Although 30 of the 52 that were asked responded ñyesò, only three mentioned the USG in 
their answer.  The U.S. flag was seen at NGOs in Uganda, but very infrequently at NGOs in Egypt, and the 

team did not see any mentioning or specific awareness about PRM activity among the beneficiaries. 

Figure 13: Signage for the Refugee Programs 

 

 

4.3.2 Specific programs for youth 

NGOs in Egypt and Uganda implement PRM programs that specifically target youth refugees, but as 

discussed in Annex 4, very often these programs are not restrictive to refugee youth.  These programs can be 

open to other age groups as well as vulnerable host community members.  Implementers opening their funding 
to these other groups (host community members and those outside the definition of youth) creates the 

possibility for more holistic programming, from one phase of life to the next, empowering refugees to become 

self-sustaining.  This also reduces perceived or real conflicts with the host community, promoting integration. 

The NGOsô programming usually follows their definition of youth.  In Egypt, StARS runs a center for UASC, 

which provides services for refugees up until the age of 21-22, with their school students capping off at the 
same age.  PSTIC focuses on adolescent boys and young men but does not restrict their programming to a 

specific age range.  Their group includes boys and young men from 14 to 30 years old.  STC provides case 

management for minors up to 18 years old but includes youth until 29 years of age in their livelihood and 
healthcare programs.  CAREôs programs similarly target youth from age 14 until their mid-twenties and 

include both refugees and vulnerable Egyptians.  Caritas with UNICEF/PRM funding trains and develops 

programs for refugee families, not strictly youth individuals. 

Conclusion:  PRM program implementers run solid and successful interventions in Egypt and Uganda.  A best 
practice identified was working with local CBOs and hiring refugees directly to implement programs, bringing a 
better social context, and upskilling the local protection support for refugees.  
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Table 9: List of programs for youth offered by NGOs and IOs covering four main areas of protection 

 

Answering the question of whether the programs at the NGOs were specifically for youth (Table 10), 48 

percent of the interviewed beneficiaries in Egypt stated the NGO 

had youth-focused programs, while 48 percent responded that the 
programs were open to everyone.  As mentioned at Section 4.1.1 

this could be due to the interpretation of the definition of ñyouthò 
by NGOs or local implementers, but also due to beneficiariesô 

situations and needs.  Similarly, in Egypt, 46 percent of 

interviewed beneficiaries responded that NGO programs targeted 
youth, with 46 percent stating they were open to all, and 2 percent 

responding that they were somewhat youth targeted.  

The interviewed beneficiaries expressed (Figure 15) a more optimistic view about how the programs they 
were participating in were not only reaching them but also responding well to their needs.  In Uganda, an 

overwhelming majority (96 percent) of the interviewed refugees consider that the programs respond to their 
needs, but in Egypt only 68 percent believe the programs respond to their needs.  However, a closer assessment 

of the surveyed beneficiaries in Uganda (Figure 14) shows that only 38 percent of those who consider that the 

activities in which they participate respond to their needs, do so always or often, while 48 percent note they  

Table 10: Interviewed refugees 

responding to "Does the NGO provide 

programs specifically for youth?"  
Yes No  Don't 

know 

Egypt 48% 48% 4% 

Uganda 46% 46% 8% 

 

NGOs/IOs Education
Health, including psychosocial 

support
Employment opportunities

Legal, including some case 

counseling

¶   Refugee Community School
¶    MHPSS Case management 

for UASC

¶   Bridging program for UASC
¶    Health services for 

refugees all ages

¶   Learning Hubs

¶   Reading support programs

¶   Educational activities on 

womenôs rights

¶   Youth-led community 

initiatives

¶   Wage employment & 

vocational training program

¶   Positive Parenting training
¶   Business grant & business 

training program

¶    Community Psychosocial 

workers

¶    Boysô groups to address 

causes of gang involvement

UNICEF (Caritas) ¶   Learning Hubs ¶    Family Clubs
¶    Supporting Youth in 

Detention

¶      Cash assistance for 

medical procedures

¶      Basic needs provision for 

young mothers

¶     English school
¶      Access to medicines and 

medical support

¶     Primary and Secondary 

school scholarships
¶      Basic needs provision

¶     Daycare

¶     Computer labs
¶    Placing UASC in foster homes 

or alternative care

¶     Art and sports activities
¶    Child protection case 

management

UNHCR (NRC) ¶   Business grants and training

Uganda

IRC

¶     Life skills training for boys 

and girls on womenôs rights and 

potential

¶   Vocational and business 

training
¶    Legal support for refugees

JRS
¶   Several vocational training 

streams

Save The Children
¶    MHPSS and SGBV Case 

management

TDH (PSTIC)

Egypt

CWS (StARS)
¶     Vocational and life skills 

training for UASC

CARE
¶    SGBV and MHPSS Case 

management

¶   Village Savings and Loan 

Association
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only sometimes respond to their needs.  The results of the survey in Egypt reflect a similar nuance. 

In Uganda, IRC used a similar model as CARE in that they ran youth-targeted programming open to both 

refugees and vulnerable Ugandans up to the age of 35. JRS ran an English school open to all refugees while 
their vocational training programs targeted youth from 17-40 years old, with the majority of participants being 

17-25 years old.  

 

4.3.3 Assessing the needs for better support 

The information obtained through interviews and observations shows that IOs regularly conduct needs 

assessments with refugees that go through their registration process.  When they identify a specific need, they 
refer the individual to receive support and protection by the NGO that addresses that specific need.  More 

specifically, UNHCR in Egypt conducts Best Interest Assessments for unaccompanied children, disabled 

children, or those who identify as LGBTQI in order to determine if they should be put forward for resettlement 
or provided with specific protection services.  These assessments are not done with all urban refugee youth, 

but rather on a needs-based and referral basis, and with those 18 and under.  UNHCR also conducts 
participatory assessments, similar to a FG discussion, with refugees across all ages to assess community needs 

and to determine program design.  In Uganda, where the registration process is the responsibility of the OPM, 

UNHCR conducts these participatory assessments annually.  These assessments are essentially group 
discussions that invite the refugee community to raise their areas of concern with UNHCR, giving UNHCR 

qualitative data that informs program planning and design.  One example given was that refugees raised the 

issue of streets not being lit at night, which increases the risk of for young women.  Subsequently, UNHCR 

and IPs have been working on lighting streets in refugee communities.  

NGOs often have both screening or needs assessments conducted with refugees when they first enter certain 

programs, as well as annual or biannual FG discussions and market assessments to determine refugee needs 
and program design.  Individual needs assessments are conducted in case management screening, refugees 

accessing basic needs provision, and emergency assistance, screening for UASC at the StARS center, and 
especially for victims of SGBV.  In addition, NGOs such as PSTIC, JRS, and CARE conduct an annual 

assessment using either IIs or FG discussions to determine the needs facing refugees and how to best respond 

to those needs.  Some NGOs and IOs have other assessments they run, such as StARSô vulnerability assessment 
that reviews which families participating in their community school should receive financial assistance for 

school fees.  UNICEF Egypt is currently conducting learning assessments to determine the learning loss during 

the COVID-19 pandemic and how to structure bridging programs for refugee students.   

Conclusion:  PRM-funded NGO programming generally targets youth, but due to the many needs of refugees, 
half of refugees surveyed feel that this programming responds to their needs ñoftenò and ñsometimesò. 
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Figure 14: Surveyed beneficiaries on how the 

activities respond to their  needs (n=320) 
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Figure 15: I nterviewed beneficiaries if the 

activities respond to their needs (n=54) 
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As Figure 16 shows, 50-57 percent of the surveyed refugees stated that they had been asked about their needs 
by the NGO, with slightly more positive answers in Uganda than in Egypt.  From the beneficiaries interviewed 

(see Figure 17), only 39 percent in Egypt stated they had been asked about their needs, compared to 57 percent 

in Uganda.  It is likely that because NGOs only conduct individual needs assessments for specific services 
when an individual case is opened, some of the youth interviewed had not had a needs assessment conducted 

with them. 

 

4.3.4 The impact of the interventions from the beneficiariesô perspective  

The evaluation sees the impact of urban 

youth refugee protection programs 
(described in Annex 4) through two 

dimensions: first, the level of outreach, and 

second, how beneficial the programs have 
been to change the lives of these refugees 

and to protect their rights.  The reach of the 
NGOs according to their programs is 

presented in Table 11.  In this table, few NGOs record the number of youths from 15-24.  NGOs either had 

those older or younger than 18, or a percentage of youth they extrapolated. 

The programs that youth in both Egypt and Uganda mentioned as the most impactful on their lives were 

business and employment support programs, from vocational training to business grants.   

In Egypt, the youth involved in the boysô life skills groups run by PSTIC repeatedly stated that they were very 
helpful, particularly with the integration of sports into the program.  Another repeated theme in Egypt was the 

appreciation for psychosocial support and life skills programs.  Surveyed refugee youth stated their needs are 
being the most fulfilled in the areas of being able to go to school (80 percent responded that they strongly agree 

or agree) and mental health support (64 percent; Figure 18).  Urban youth refugees did not feel their needs 

were being met in the ability to work legally with fair pay (23 percent); interacting with the police (42 percent) 

and being able to have a job (47 percent; Figure 18). 

 

 

 

Conclusion:  NGOs and IOs use individual needs assessments usually at the entry point of the programs and for 
specific services, such as legal protection, MHPSS, or basic needs provision.  For refugee youth joining education 
and vocational training programs, most do not receive an individual needs assessment.  Several NGOs and IOs 
use annual surveys and KIIs to gauge refugee needs. 

Table 11: Number of refugees served in PRM supported 

programs, 2019-2021 

 Egypt Uganda 

 StARS PSTIC STC CARE IRC JRS 

Total 50,298 19,610 4,674 24,503 41,189 4,923 

Youth 16,860 3,568 493 10,372 6,508 233 

 

Figure 17: Interviewed respondents that have  

been asked by the NGOs about their needs (n=51) 
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Figure 16: Survey respondents that have been 

asked by the NGOs about their needs (n=320) 
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Figure 18: Surveyed respondents in Egypt that agree with the statement, "The NGO programs are fulfilling 

my needs in the areas below..." (n=96) 

In Uganda, a repeated response was the value of the Girls Shine and Engaging Men through Accountable 
Practices (EMAP) programs run by IRC that taught both boys and girls about womenôs rights and 

empowerment.  Interviews with refugee boys in Uganda highlighted that several of them had previously 

viewed girls as only having domestic responsibilities, but through programs offered by NGOs they were 

encouraged to send their sisters to school and empower women to get jobs. 

Other themes from Uganda are the value of basic needs provision and cash assistance, as well as education 

programs.  Surveyed urban refugee youth indicated that the areas where NGO programming is most fulfilling 
their needs are: being able to attend school or training 

(70 percent), being able to see a doctor when needed 

(30 percent), and being able to get medication (28 
percent; Figure 19).  The areas in which the NGO 

program is least fulfilling their needs are: being able to 

work legally and receive fair pay (5 percent), being able 
to have a job (13 percent), and being able start a 

business (14 percent; Figure 19). 

In Uganda, a repeated theme was the difficulty the 
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Figure 20: Refugee youth ratings of how well the 

NGO/IO is supporting them (n=365) 
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Figure 19: Surveyed respondents in Uganda that agree with the statement, "The NGO programs are 

fulfilling my needs in the areas below..." (n=168) 
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refugee community has in affording basic needs in the urban areas, and they were looking for NGOs to 
provide them with food, shelter, and employment.  Their situation has been worsened by many losing their 

livelihoods due to the COVID-19 lockdown.  These needs were often too vast for the NGOs to satisfy.  In 

Egypt, most urban youth refugees were seeking education and vocational training, which several NGOs 
provided.  However, Figure 20 shows that more refugee youth in Uganda, both surveyed and interviewed, feel 

that NGOs and IOs are supporting them ñvery wellò while in Egypt the majority claim IOs and NGOs are 
supporting them ñsomewhat wellò and 9 percent state they are ñnot at all wellò supported.  This is likely due 

to the vast number of needs for protection these refugees seek from NGOs and IOs.  

Programs that focused on holistic behavioral and 
lifestyle change were the most impactful to the 

youth.  As seen in Table 12, certain NGOs or IOs 

received higher ñVery Wellò ratings from refugee 
youth. StARS in Egypt is one such example, 

which offered both community schooling as well 
as a holistic center for UASC to receive MHPSS 

support, medical attention, and life skills training.  

The StARS program is designed to provide 
holistic support to refugee youth and families.  

Similarly, TDH/PSTIC counsellors are actively 

involved in their community, often as refugees 
from the same communities, and engage with the 

boys in life skills groups, sports, and family or 

community counselling as needed.  This re-
emphasizes the best practice of hiring refugees to work in refugee programming.  For its part, JRS in Uganda 

has designed vocational skills training to develop refugees year upon year and set them up for work in the 
future.  Supported by programs such as English lessons, basic needs provision, day care for young mothers, 

and MHPSS counselling, JRS addresses the holistic needs of refugee youth in Uganda and helps draw out their 

full potential.  These examples also highlight the fact that MHPSS has been noted as particularly crucial in 
both countries to help youth deal with their trauma in order to further their education and development.  

 

4.3.5 Youth Program Expectations 

As seen in Figure 21, the areas where more 

assistance from NGOs is requested are 

education and employment opportunities.  This 
was followed by requests for health services 

and legal support, in that order.  Refugees 
surveyed in Uganda requested a lot more 

assistance with basic needs, such as shelter, 

food, transport, non-food essentials, school 

fees, and business grants25. 

 
25 Each surveyed refugee listed multiple answers for new programs requested, hence n is the number of answers given rather than of refugees 

interviewed. 

Conclusion:  PRM programs implemented by IOs and NGOs have reached a considerable number of 

refugees on the ground.  Programs that refugee youth in Egypt rated most highly were education and life skills 
programs, while in Uganda basic needs and vocational training programs were most highly rated.  

 
Very 

Well 

Somewhat 

well 

Not at all 

well 

Don't 

know 

Egypt 

CWS/StARS 64% 29% 7% 
 

Save the Children 21% 66% 10% 3% 

TDH/PSTIC 44% 28% 3% 25% 

CARE 
 

78% 19% 3% 

UNICEF/Caritas 23% 59% 9% 9% 

Uganda 

IRC 11% 73% 14% 1% 

JRS 65% 35% 
  

UNHCR/NRC 33% 60% 7% 
 

 

Table 12: How Refugee Youth rated how well the 

NGO/IO is supporting them by the location of their 

interview (n=320) 

 
Figure 21: New areas of programming requested by 

surveyed beneficiaries in Egypt, (n=372) 
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Educational support, particularly being able to learn English and digital/IT training, emerged as a repeated 
theme from interviews with NGOs and urban refugee youth alike.  The urban refugee youth expressed their 

desire to expand their education into new areas, enroll in tertiary education, learn sciences, and attend field 

trips.  Refugees that couldnôt afford school requested school scholarships.  Another repeated theme was the 
desire for more diverse technical 

and vocational training, business 
grants and materials, 

traineeships, and job 

opportunities.  A third repeated 
theme was the desire for better 

quality healthcare and medical 

support, as well as protection and 
legal assistance.  Other programs 

requested include arts and music, 
sports, beauty training, driving 

schools, accommodation, and 

assistance with resettlement.  

 

4.3.6 Barriers to implementation for NGOs and IOs  

Although the USG is UNCHRôs largest donor and gives significant support to organizations on the ground 

with a variety of protection programs, IOs and NGOs cited several barriers to implementing these programs.  
One common barrier repeatedly mentioned was underfunding  in light of vast and growing needs.  In Uganda, 

both NGOs and IOs claimed in interviews that funding to refugees in general has decreased year on year, which 

also affects funding for urban refugee youth.  Related to this, some NGOs expressed difficulty with restricted 

funding that is focused on a particular target group or activity and cannot be reassigned to more urgent needs.  

Policy wise, in Egypt, NGOs and IOs repeatedly expressed how difficult it is for local CBOs to be registered 

or receive funding from international sources.  Some indirect PRM grantees, such as StARS and PSTIC, 

are not able to, directly and independently, register legally as local NGOs due to GOE restrictions, or it takes 

a long time to do so.  Other PRM grantees, such as CARE, have had to adjust their process of localization of 
grants due to this issue.  CBOs need to receive permission from the GOE to receive international donations, 

and this permission can take many months to be approved.  Another repeated theme in Egypt was the issue of 

the parallel school system for refugees and failure to mainstream refugees into public schools.  Community 
schools find it challenging to register with the Ministry of Education, which disqualifies them from teaching 

the Egyptian curriculum.  NGOs running community schools requested that UNICEF and other IOs actively 
design and implement mainstreaming programs to enroll Sudanese, South Sudanese, and other refugee children 

in public schools.  In Uganda, the implementers face the barriers of the settlement policy, because 

metropolitan government authorities, such as the Kampala Capital City Authority (KCCA) do not focus enough 
on urban refugee issues.  They tend to discourage refugees from coming to the cities and insist on the policy 

of refugeesô self-sustainability when moving from settlements to Kampala.  

Conclusion:  Programs most requested by refugee youth are programs for employment opportunities and 
education, followed by health and legal services.  Refugees hope to enroll in higher education and secure a stable 
income for themselves and their families.   

Figure 22: New areas of programming requested by surveyed 

beneficiaries in Uganda, (n=482) 
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NGOs sometimes face the barrier of not being able to reach the most vulnerable communities and refugees 
from all ethnicities that are spread across urban areas.  NGOs could not always afford to set up new offices or 

centers in other parts of the city.  This is the case of JRS in Uganda.  Their geographic area currently serves 

majority Congolese refugees, and their immediate need is to establish services in other refugee communities.  
NGOs expressed a desire for additional funding, venues, and resources to help a broader number of urban 

refugees in Uganda.  In Egypt, NGOs cannot always afford to rent buildings or spaces where they can service 
a bigger number of refugees.  The PSTIC managers expressed in interviews the need to rent proper spaces to 

increase the level and numbers of refugees protected. 

The differences in the cycles of funding entail additional planning from the NGOs. Specifically, most NGOs 
plan activities from January to December, while the fiscal year for the USG starts in September. As a result, 

some mentioned that they had to find other means to fund their activities for the first nine months of the year 

while waiting for the PRM grant.   

 

4.4  Some lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners 

The programs that IOs and NGOs run in Egypt and Uganda with urban youth refugees bring some solid lessons 
learned and best practices that can be replicated and used in similar environments and in comparable 

conditions.  

Holistic Programming.  Programs that address issues of refugee families and communities are able to achieve 
greater successes in reaching refugee youth with psychosocial support and life skills.  The UNICEF/Caritas 

and CARE partnership to set up Learning Hubs in Egypt is one such example, where UNICEF/Caritas use 
centers that run CAREôs Womenôs Empowerment program to add in Learning Hubs and computer laboratories 

for refugee youth and children to use.  Using the same center is practical for youth to attend, builds trust with 

the parents, and enables the entire family unit to improve their digital skills and market access.  STC uses a 
similar approach of providing several services at one center. STCôs practice of building the capacity of local 

CBOs enhances the longevity of services provided to refugees, enabling a holistic and community approach. 

Another example of the holistic approach is the PSTIC psychosocial program that works with refugee families 
and communities as well as targeting refugee youth, as presented in Box 1.  NGOs that employ refugees deepen 

their links with the refugee community and often are the programs that urban refugee youth cite as best 

practices.  

Formalizing diplomas and certifications.  One barrier refugees face is obtaining official certification, such 

as high school diplomas and university certificates or degrees.  Livelihoods programs that connect refugees to 
formalized education drastically increase their chances for a fair-paying job, further education, and stability. 

One example is the JRS networking training in partnership with Makerere University in Kampala (Box 1).  

Another example is NRCôs program to translate and/or equate refugeeôs academic certificates into English and 
into the Ugandan academic qualification system.  Further, livelihoods and education programs that give 

refugees access to computers and computer literacy training empower those refugees to reach an online market 

and obtain better paying jobs.  

Supporting services.  Another key approach in holistic programming is to provide supporting services to 

urban refugee youth alongside livelihoods or education programs.  These services help refugee youth address 
barriers they face that hinder their full participation in the program.  Examples of these services seen at NGOs 

include mental health support, day care for teenage caregivers, basic needs provisions such as food, medication 

and hygiene products, and local language classes.  Although the funding directed at these services is restricted, 

Conclusion:  The IOs and NGOs face several barriers in the implementation process of protection programming 
for urban youth refugees.  This includes scarcity of funding, legal barriers to register to work in the country, 
refugee policies in each country, the lack of spaces to conduct activities, and the cycle of funding.  
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the NGOs use them to sustain the achievements in more targeted programs like livelihood, education, health, 

and legal areas.   

Below we present some of the best practices from NGO programs observed in Egypt and Uganda, based on 

both the rating that the refugees gave the organizations in Table 12 as well as researchersô observation of the 
programs on the ground.  We present the three highest scored programs that refugees have benefitted from the 

most and can be used as case studies for best practices to be implemented in other countries.
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Box 1: Selected Best Practices of Refugee Youth Programs in Egypt and Uganda 

Best Practices 1  

TDH Egypt through PSTIC: Educate 

youth to avoid gang involvement activities 

Behavioral change, psychosocial support, 

education.  

PSTIC runs a life skills program with teenage 

boys in refugee communities to help them 

avoid gangs and gang involvement.  Retired 

gang leaders work with the PSTIC team to 

lead mentorship groups with these boys at 

schools and community centers in Cairo, as 

well as to play football with the boys each 

week.  The mentorship groups discuss 

pressures boys face in their homes, schools, 

and as refugees in Cairo to create positive 

outlets and group identity for these boys. 

Topics include addressing violence, 

education and school, relationships with 

family and the opposite gender, and planning 

for their future.  The success of the program 

can be attributed to (i) using as mentors a 

group of former gang members who 

understand the boysô needs and desires and 

serve as role models, (ii) coming alongside 

schools to target boys that cause trouble and 

struggle academically, (iii) including sports 

in the program, and (iv) building this 

program to complement their current 

psychosocial support in refugee communities.  

The mentors help mediate between teenagers 

and parents and help refugees who get 

involved in violence access health services.  

The program is successfully lead by Dr. 

Nancy Baron for many years.   

Best Practices 2 

JRS Uganda: Vocational skills training 

Livelihood, employment opportunities. 

JRS runs a comprehensive livelihood 

program to provide youth with practical 

skills to get jobs.  Their livelihoods program 

includes the following streams: tailoring and 

design, hairdressing, cooking and hospitality, 

arts and crafts, mechanics, and 

networking/IT.  The networking/IT stream is 

done in partnership with Makerere 

University and youth who complete the 

training receive a certification from the 

university, helping them to obtain formal 

employment.  The training also has three 

levels of intensity, each 1 year-long program. 

JRS encourages ownership of this program 

as well as ensuring high quality training by 

limiting classroom size.  The success of the 

JRS program can be attributed to (i) refugee 

youth must apply to get into the program and 

they celebrate their completion with a 

graduation ceremony, (ii) the program is 

supported by additional services such as 

English courses and a daycare for young 

mothers, (iii) JRS aims to employ refugees 

who have completed vocational training, (iv) 

the most promising refugee youth can also 

apply for modest business grants through JRS 

to start their own business once their training 

is complete.  By empowering refugee youth 

with both language and certified technical 

skills, JRS sets them up for job success.  

Best Practices 3  

CWS Egypt through StARS: Refugee 

School and Center for UASC 

Education, training, livelihood.  

StARS runs a refugee community school in 

Cairo adjacent to Saint Andrewôs church that 

teaches the Sudanese curriculum from K3 to 

Grade 12.  Their school has a computer lab 

to teach refugees digital literacy, and the 

school offers scholarships, including the 

Government of Sudanôs very high fee to take 

the final exams, for refugees most-in-need. 

StARS also has a Center for Unaccompanied 

and Separated Children (UASC) that runs 

mental health and psychosocial support 

services, a bridging program to help UASC 

catch up on learning loss and enroll in the 

community school, access basic health care, 

and vocational training to start earning 

income.  This holistic center assists UASC to 

legally register as refugees and thus benefit 

from refugee services.  StARS success can be 

attributed to (i) the quality of the education 

they provide, (ii) their holistic approach to 

helping refugees, both UASC and refugee 

families, and (iii) their employment of 

refugees as staff.  StARS hires refugees as 

mentors, facilitators, and translators at their 

center, which creates a safe and familiar 

space for newly arrived UASC and provides 

livelihood for youth refugees already in the 

programs. 






































































